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SUMMARY BHEET

LECMINGTER LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT
MONGOSNOC BROOK
LEOMINSTER, MASSACHUSEIYS

1. HAME OF ACTION: ( x) Admisistvative { ) TLegislative

2, DESCRIPTION OF ACTION:

A {tunmel approximately 3,200 feet long and 12-foot in diameter)
will ba constiucted {rom Rockwell Pond to Monsosnoe Brook. in addition
the Moncosnoe Brook's chanmel will be wmedified and approximately 3
acres of gtream baonk will he graded to allow for better drainage.,

¥

1 will protect the downtown portion of

The building and maintaising of the diversion
: two signd jeant &mviromm@ntal iwmpacts, and [wo
1mparts Qi !e;%@r concern. The wajor impacts involve the disposing
tunnel and ﬂ

of excavated m ‘iala from the e vetaining of water in
the tumel between diversions. Those of let » dmportance dnclude

the filling of a porticn of Bockwell Pond and the grading of approxi-
mately three acres adjacent to the hrook.

{1y s proofing: (2) excavariony (3) other tuonnel locationsg
{4y dam; and (3% no action.
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100 PROJECT DESCRIPTTION

1.01 Location aud Purposae. The propoged Leominster Local
Protection Project will be located in the city of Leominstey, county
of Worcester, State of Massachusetts, The city is sitvated 38 miles
west of Boston and 21 miles novth of Woreester, Massachusetts (See
Figure 1}. The purpose of the proiect is to decrease flooding in
downtown Leowinstev.

1.02 History of Flooding. In the past, the central business
district of Leominster has been Flooded by waters from Moncosnoco
Brook. The flooding has been mainly due to flash runeoff which is
sometimes avgmented by meliing snow,

1.03 Recovds of previous floods in this avea are meager.
Local newspaper files indicate that a damaging flood occurred at
nearby Firchburg lo 1850, but details on this flood are lacking.
The most severe flood in Leominster occurred in March of 1936
when five dinches of rain fell between the 16th and the 19th. This
flood was also augmented by melting svow and a previous storm. The
flood is counsidered a "40 yvear event’, wmeaning floeds of this mag-
nitude can be anticipated once every 40 vears. Of course, this is
only a probable prediction; similar floods could happen two years
in a row or not happen for 50 or 100 years.

1.04 The second largest flond occurved on 26 September 1938.
it resulted from a hurricane which traveled up the Connecticut River
Rasin. The storm droppad 7.5 inches of rain in the Leominster area,

1,05 The third largest flood occurved from the 14th to the
17th of October, 1955. Although the exact amount of rain which fell
on Leominster is unknown, the nearby town of Ashburnbam had 11,96
inches during these four days.

1.06. The 1936 record flood produced peak flows of 2,000 cubic
feet per second (cfs) through the city of Leomingter. The present
channel can only carrvy 800 cfs; rherefore a storm as intense as the
one in 1936 would discharge 1,200 c¢fs into the city. 1In 1936, seventy
acres of the city were inundated.

1.07 In designing the styructures necessary to prevent this

type of flooding, the Corps used what is known as the Btandard Project
Flood: the flood that may be expected from the most severe combination

L=,



of weather and runcff conditions that are reasonable for the
‘geographic rvegion. (See Figuvre 2). For Monoosnoc Brook the
Standard Project Flood would produce 4,000 cfs at Rockwell Pond.
A comparison of novmal byook flows and wvarious flcod conditions
are listed belows; v

Monoosnoc Brook Water PFlows

Average (Main Street Bridge) 30 cfs
Summer minimum 1=5 efs
Present safe chamnel capacity 800 cfs
Flood of Record 2,000 ofs
Standard Project Flood 4,000 cfs

1.08 Previous Studies of Flood Problems. Local floed pro-
roction improvements along Monoosnoo Brook wers rvecommended for
the city of Leominster in the Novth Nashua River Basin Report
(NNRBR} by the Corps’ New England Division dated 25 Japusry 1965,
Recommended improvements ioncluded construction of an upstream
multi~purpose 90 acre reservoir that would provide a storage
capacity of 2,000 acre feet: 1,200 acve feet for water supply
recrveation and 800 acre feet for flood control. TFProposed channel
improvements along the river consisted of removal and replacement
of existing walls, removal of a small dam, capping of old walls,
protecting slopes with stone, and general clearing and straightening
portions of the existing channel. Addirional contiguous improve-
ments were proposed in an Urban Renewal project through the central
huginess district.  The lwmprovements would have relocated 2,400 feet
of channel, vemoved four undersized bridges, and improved the existing
channel where requived. The Urban Renewal Project was an integral
part of the overall flood damage prevenition project for Monoosnoc
Brook, and would have had to be accomplished by local interests.

1.09 The Urban Renew Project was rejected in its entirety by
the Leominster Cdity Council on 30 September 196%. The Mayor requested
the Corps' original plan be modified to include the entirve channel for
improvements. But since the engineering and economic feasibility had
to be reassessed, as well as the cost to the city, the project was re-
clasgified to a "deferred category” in November 1969, The Monoosnoc
Lake project, as authorized by Congress, would have provided astorage
for flood control, water supply and recreation. BSince the time of
project authorization, the city of Leominster has made arrvangements
with the Commonweslth of Massachusetts Metropolitan District Commissicon
for additional watey supply and this is no longer a project purpose.
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Therefore, it was nscessary to veview the projects' feasibilivy

and ecopomics for providing an upstream dam for flood control and
recveation only, and the project was again reclassified to a deferred
gtatusg in July 1971,

) 1.10  Although counditions have remained faivly constant through
the city proper since 1965, other features along the brook have

changed significantly. A large shoppling center was constructed on
the fioodplain at the confluence of the Monoosnoc Brook and the
North Nashua Rivev in January 1966. The development eliminstes a
gizable area of the natural flood storage aves along the brook.

1.11 On 5 June 1972, Congressman Rebert F. Drinan, Mayor
Crossman of Leominster, and other local cofficials rveguested that
the Monoosnoc Brook and Lake Project be reactivated and vemoved
from irs deferved status. HNo resoclution was requived for the
ve-study, as it was oviginally auvthorized under the Flood Contyol
Act of 1966 {Senate Document 113/89/2). The ve-study was started
in August 1974 and funded by the Public Works Appropriation Act of
1975 (Public Law 93~393 dated 28 August 1974), under the genevral
investigarion provision.

1.12 Featuves of the Proposed Proisct. The Corps studied a
number of alternatives {See Section six for complete discussion) for
protecting downtown Leominster from flocding. The alternative
selected calls for the diverting of floodwaters from Rockwell Pond
through a tuanel and discharging the waters dnte Moncosncc Brook
batween Water and Whitney Streets (See Figure 3).

1.13 The project's features will dnclude the following:
{a) decreasingthe length of the existing wely at Rockwell Pond;
{(b) a capped inlet structure; (¢) 3,200 feet of 12 foot diameter
concrete lined tunnel; {(d) regrading the stream bank and catch
basin drainage syastem, and relocating some utilitles. Ny
Fach portion of the project will be discussed in greater detail below,

(a) A portion of the weir at Rockwell Pond will be modified
to control flood waters din the esxisting channel. The excess waters
will flow inte the tunnel, and no more than 600 cfs will be discharged
over the weiv. This will allow for 200 cfs of water to f£flow into the
brook from the city., The channel will carry water at a safe capacity.

{b) At the northwest corner of Rockwell Pond will be a capped
morning glory. (See Photo 1 and Figure 3 & 4). This structure will
be similar to a funnel discharging into the vertical shaft.




{3 The tunpel will be 12 feet in diametey at the inlet,
it will drop 107 feet vertleally, run hovigontally for abour 3,200
feet, and then rise 56 feat ¢o the surface, The tumnel would
operate when the water leval on Rochkwsll Pond vises one foot above
noraal elevation, and would discharge 3,400 cfs of water during a
Standavd Project Flood,

{1} The outlet will cousist of a concrete flume and stone
slope proteciion along the outlet channel. In addition, large
roocks will be placed in the channel to allow for aeration of the
&

W

winel's waters. {See Photes 15 and 16 and Pigure 5},

{#) From Whitney Street to Willlaw Street, approximately
3 apgres of bank neavr the Pyrotex Covporation will be graded to
allow floodwaters to drain away from the building. Alse, a low
] ¥ ion building will be drained by a
feat of veinforced concrete pipe. {(See
Flgure 3 and Photo 173,

o
ST

R e . ™ o g ot
aves nex Corporal

1.34  The oivy will pavticipate in certain aspects of the
project. Some ubilitles will requlve relocation, and two sewer
1ines must he moved: one at the end of Williams Street and one
under Whitnay Street bridge, this will allow for the unobstructed
flow of waker down the Monoosnoc Brook. The ecity will be vequired
to accomplich these dtems,

1.15 #Ho other flood control projects are located or proposed
on Monoosnoe Brook. Although there is work scheduled fovr the Werth
Hashua Giver, it will not econflict with this project.
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2,00 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING WITHOUT THE PROJECT

2.01 Population and Hmployment. The population of Leominster
as of the 1970 census was 32,939. This was an increase of 18 percent
from the last decade. The increase came about because of the birth
and migration of people into the area; the increase, however, appears
to be decelevating due to a drop in birtbs and not a slowdown of
migration.

2.02 Over half of the total labor force is invelved in manu-
facturing. Manufacturing has been an essential parg of the local
econoiny almost from the first settlement of the avea.

2,03 History of Lecal Industry. Leominster was established
in 1740 and dincorporated as a city on 13 May 1915, For the first
50 years, the economy was primarily apgricultural, but the comb making
industyy replaced it avround 1770. This industry grew te emcompass
24 factories by 1845. Other industries also developed. It is
estimated that at one time 75 percent of all piano cases were manu-
factured in Leominster; however, the industry died out by 1935. The
evolution of industrial adaptability again took place when the area
became a major producer of tanmed leather, then baby carriages, then
gkirts, as well as a large number of other small items.

2.04 In 1970, 650 firms in the Fitchburg-Leominster Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area employed over 62 percent of the working
population. The five largest manufacturing groups, by magnitude of
employment, were plastics, appavel and finished goods, wachinery
{except electrical), furniture and paper. Second in employment was
wholesale and vetail trade. It appears that the city will continue
along as a manufacturing area for the forseeabls future.

2,05 Description of Area. Leominster is bordered by Fitchburg
on the northwest, Lancaster on the east, Sterling and Princeton on
the south and Westminster on the west. (See Figure 1). Fitchburg and
Westminster are algo industrial cities, while the other towns are more
rural.

2.06 Topgraphy. The Monoosnoe Brook is located along the eastern
margin of the Mew @ngland upland in central Massachusetts. This is a
region of moderate relief characterized by wide valleys and broad,
steep sided hills, affording watersheds which are conducive to rapid
runocff.
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The watershed is a fairly steep basin having a total fall of
550 feet along 8.7 miles of gtream, and drains approwimately 11.2
square miles to ite mouth. The brook vises in the bills impediately
‘weat of the city, and flows easterly through Netown Reservoir then
parallels U.5. Route 2 through several small dams in residential
areas until it reachas Rockwell Pond just above the city., From the
pond, it flows northerly to the North Nashua River.

2.07 Geology. Remnauts of glacial outwash occupy the bottoms
of many of the major valleys. Variably thick deposits of glacial
£411 1ie above the outwash and along the slopes of the region. Bedrock
along the project is a grey, denge, hard, unweathered phyllite at rhe
intake end and a simllarly grey, hard schist at the outlat sive, with .
both forms intermingling betwsen. The rock lies bhetween 7 and 70 feet
below the surface. Above the bedrock lies varving quantities of over-
burden cousisting of silty and gravelly sands.

2,08 Climate. The watershed's climate varies with temperatures
ranging from balow 09 to almost 100°F. The average annual temperature
is 489F. Tyeezing remperatures can be expected from late September
until late Apyil. The watershed frequently experiences periods of
heavy precipitation. This is due to local thunderstorms, and large
weather svstems., The basgin lies in the path of the prevailing
"wasterlies' which cross the country and produce frequent weather
changes. The average anmual precipitation in the Monoosnoc Brook area
is about 45 inches; and the precipitation is uniformly distributed
throughout the vear. Snowfall averages about 60 inches. The water
content in early spring often totals four to six inches.

2.09 Warer Quality. The quality of the water found in Monoosnoe
Brook, its tributavies, and Rockwell Pond variesz markedly. (see Appendix ).

2,10 The waters above Rockwell Pond are classified as Clags "A"
by the State of Massachusetts. Under this classification, the water
must bave the followlng characteristics: the dissolved oxygen conbent
must be at least 75 percent of saturation for at least 16 hours per day.
The total coliform bacteria cannot exceed an average value of 50 counts
per 100 ml during any monthly sampling period. Color, turbidity, pH,
cdaer and taste should be of natuval ovigin.

2,11 Rockwell Pond and the main stem of Moncosnac Brook are
classified as "BY waters., Class "B" waters must meet at least the
following conditions: the dissolved oxygen conteni must be above
75 percent of saturation for at least 16 houfs of the day, but should
never go below 5 mg of dissolved oxygen per liter at anytime. The
total coliform bacteria counts should not exceed an average value of
1,000/100 ml nor more than 1,000 in 20 percent of the samples,
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Color, turbidity, taste, odor amd cnﬂmi°a1% should be present

in concentrations such that no impalrment of Class B users will
oceur. No discharges should be permitted which ave harmful to
humans and agquatic life. (It is our understanding that there is
a leak from a sewer line wnder Rochkwell Pond.)

2.12 Existiag Water Sunriibqn The fi?V~Qf Leominster has its
own municipal water supply system with three surfare and twe ground-
water sources. In recent ye&rs the ¢iiy has been supplementing
these sources with watey from the state Metvopelitan District Lamms sion
gystem, (See Pigure 54 for well locations,)

2.3 uality. No Federal or State ailv quality measuring
stations Leominster; howaver, there are stations in Flechburg.
Since Vitchburg is a lavger and move industrialized city than

Leominster, the air gquality should be poover than Lesminster.

2,08 The Massachuserts Depayiment Pw%lic Healeh mossuy
concentrationsg of sulphur ouwides (muq) avhbon monoxide, {otal
Suspended Particulates | hydrocarbons, PEK?W”LH ddoxide (N0,) and
photochemical oxidants (01) in theily messurements from July 1974
to June 1975 ozone (Ggﬁ was the colyv State or Vederal standavd
wiolated. '

2,15 HWigh concentvations of ovzone arve fairly common in
Massachusetts, especially in May, June, and July, and this has
recently attracted much coocern. The ozone io produced as sundlight
reacts with sitrogen dioxides and . cants.  Therefore Che
increase in ozone is more of a problem in outlving aress thean cities.
This is because the chemizal trvansfovmarion regquires time, and is
accomplished as polluted aly drdfts away from an urban area. In

the case of Pitchburg and Leominsteyr, hiph ozone concentyvations can
be partially atctributed to pollutavts being transported from
Springfield by southwesterly winds,

d protection fearures can be found

2,16 SBince most of the floo
h Mashua River, that section will be

from Rockwell Pond teo the MNovg
treated with move detail.

ROCKWELL, POND

2.17 The pond dis a shallow body of water approzimately 1,300
feet long and 750 feat at its widear, and bas a total surface area of
12.5 acres. Homas bovder wich of the pond. A long den and concrete
welr make up the eastern shoreline (See Photo 1-3}). Rockwell Pond
iz owned by the Salisbury Heilvrs family, but Jafal Corporation has
water rights,




2,18 Vepetable aod Animal Life. Common shade trees and bushes
are found along the pond's per“mete The trees in the area include
the sugar maple (Acey saccharuwn), black oak (Quercus veluvtina), red
oak (Quercus vubra}, white birth (Betula papyrifera), Amsrican elm
{(Ulmus_ amevicana), and weeplng willow (Saliw babvionica). In wmany
araas grass covers the banks' slopes to the water's edge. Many small
mamnals and birds inhabit the frings aveund the pond.

2,19 The pond supports profuse growths of water plaats. The
following species can be found within the pond's waters: common elodea
(Flodea canadensis), farwell watermilfoll (Myrdophyllum farwellii),
whari@d watermilfoll (Myriophyllum verticillatumd, and spivegyra

{Spirvogyra gpirogyra). Theve is also a small marehy avea (approxi~
mataly 637 z 40°) along the novtheas t 0nrner af the pond coverad with
cattails (Tyhoa 1atifolia) {8ee Phoro 1),  The shbundance of plant
life in the pond’s waters dindicates ‘?ar nuhrients have been sdded to
the water (See Photos 4-5). '

2,40  The pond holds a substantial population of animal life. In
amplings conducted by the Corps, microscopic organisms were found,
uch animals ag copepods, rovifers, oligochates, waterfleas, clam
shrimp, hydra snd many othevs). -~There is alss an abundance oi frogs,
white suckers, blackmose lace, pumpkinsesd, horapout. Ducks are aleo
found in the avea, '

/"% e,)’,",

.21 Mun@osraﬁ Brook Below Rockwell Pond., Dowmstream from Rockwell

Pmnd, Monq snos Brook passes wnder one railrvoad and nine highway bridges
as it flows through the clty proper, o distance of about 2.3 miles.
Murh of the stream has been wallad-in between Pound and Water Btrests,
and several aveas are confined in copduite.  The brook s cluttered wvih
debrin and obstructions along ity entive route thyough the city. Such
vbje~ ts as logs, branches, shopping carts, tires, bicyeles, bottles and

astic plecas clog the channel; in addition there sve several filled-in
damg and roncvete building supports in snd along the brw~ko ebris
collects at these obstyructions and the bridges snd cccasionally causes
the water to back up. (This happened in 1972 when water backed up and
Limaded buildings wear Centval Street).

“\2»22 About ome mile above the bruok's fluence with the Horgh
Naghus River, the slope flattens nut 1oxmtab a sfz%b1@ fjoodp1&tny
The Searstown Shopping Plaza lies on this £loodplain.

2.23% Approximately 300,000 gallons per day of wmumicipal water is
presently discharged directly into Mounoosnoe Brook. This is about 3%
of the total daily municipal water consumption. During the summer the
discharge rould conceivably account for over 50% of the votal brook's
volume .

Aol




2.24 Mozt of this dischayge water is eclean cooling water although
gome iz seviousiy poliuted, containing lavge amounts of floating plastic
dust, oil and grease, surfactants, nitrates, nitrites, amnonia, phos-
phorus and some metals.

2.25 Approximately 900 ibs., of solids fleat down the brook daily.
According to a E.P.A. Industrial DBilscharge Permit application, most

of the material is a fine, inert plastic dust. It is discharged
principally by the Pavagon Plastics Lom@anv along with ofls and other
material which produces turbiditry. The Fnvirommental Protection Agency
has been In contact with Paragon Vla“‘ic ; it is aunticipated that the
discharge will be cleaned op or terminate

2,26

tlie brook

1L Along the
€5 whex@ FULL”ﬂ“
however a g maples, ~ehe elmz, pople
and willows do inhabit the brook's banks. A§w1g brook are also
found small shrubby and scyub plants {See Photos 7-11).

w along
none;

.27 The Massachuserts Division
that Mvﬁw‘ snoc Brock contains
atosto Thisg

Lmd caflv

ildlife found
hite sucker

and is
Yeportes
e (Rhdy
. and pumpkinseed (Lepowmis
nt dvclude segmented worms, leaches,
poliution,

ichthys
COmmMOn shine:

ngbnxua}v i
and nematades; the

tolevant o

2.28 Ihe proposed outlet tially woedad vacant lot.
The wvegetation indicates an area in 1y suc ion Trees present
include sugar maple, white biveh, black oak, Awmerican elm, pine cherry,

quaking aspen, and bar oak. (S8ce Photos 15 & 16). Animals observed

include ey sruirrels, chipmunks, bluejays, chicadees and various
other birdu.

2.29 There are no known rarve oy endangered cles in the area

determine if there
ie sites in 1he
jccal and 1o

EUTe survey was Uﬁﬁ,wi“d ax opal
Iin addi v

aﬂd the State Archaeologist and the State Historic

v len consul tei £11 sources indicated that

1

thin the proposed proioct drea.

.}
Hon, tha National Reglstev of {1 toric

Preservati
thers are no 1q0wu

2. 31 To furthef assure that the project wonld net impact unknown |
cultural vesoureces, a'yeconnﬂx“sanre survey was conducted., . Ne archaeo~
logical sites were foumd from this survey. A more indepth survey will
be conducted if the project is authovized.

s,."’_‘j'




=g
- o

. RockweLL

... - . PonD

ProTo LocaTions




ROCKWELL POND

Photo 2

Photo 1

Photo 3



PLANT LIFE

ROCKWELL POND

Photo 5

Photo 4

Photo 6



Photo 8

STREAM CHANNEL

Photo 7

Photo 9



STREAM CHANNEL

Photo 10

Photo 11



OBSTRUCTIONS IN THE BROOK
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3.00 RELATIONSHIP OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT TO LAND USE PLANS

The diverting of floodwaters from Rockwell Pond, the grading
of 3.1 acres, and the modification of the brook's channel will not
conflict with any present uses of these lands., On the contrary,
the measures for controlling floods will allow the existing land
uses to continuve with greater safeiry, sipce there will no longer
be the threat of severes floods.
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4,00 THE PROBABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The envirommental consequences of the proposed action can be
subdivided into beneficial and adverse iwmpacts.

The beneficial dmpacts will result €rom the protection of homes
and industries that will no longer incure an economic loss due to
filooding and from the temporary inecrease in jobs during construction.
There may also be some intangible benefits to the local vesidents
from a gense of security duving floods,

4,01 The adverse ilmpacts will result from an increase in noise,
dust and traffic congestion during construction. The bioclogical
commmnity will be impacted from the disposal of materials taken from
thae tunnel. from the water rerained in the tunnel between diversions,
and from modifying the brook's channel.

4.02 Turther discusslon on these points will be presented in
this section.

4,03 Beneficial. The Corps conducted a study in 1974 to determine
the amount of money saved by the local people if the flood prome
propertises were protected., Based on thies survey and vsing 1974 prices,
it is estimated that a flood of the proportions of the 1936 flood would
result in losses of $3,252,300. Commercial property would incure 45%
of the damages, industrial 38.4%, vesidential 13.67%, and the public 3.0%.

4,04 Of course, not all floods would be of this magnitude;
therefore various stages of flooding were combined with their possible
frequency. This would give some indication of the expected annual
logses - inm this case $438,980 (1974 prices). Conszequently the city's
residents could expect on the average to reduce their flood losses by
this amount annually.

4.05 The construction of the structurs to protect against
flooding could temporavily boost the local economy. Projects such as
this uvsually employ about 75% of theivr labor force from the local arvea.
Since it is anticipated that the project will taks two years to complete,
this could mean a substantial 1ift to the local area. Furthermore,
some supplies for comstruction will invaribly be purchased locally and
this will further add to Leominster's economy.




4.06 Adverse. Dust, noise, and traffic congestion are nuisance
impacts which can arise from most major construction. These impacts
can be controlled by wetting dusty arcas, by having devices oun eguip-
ment that will reduce noise, and by properly scheduling activities

to reduce traffic congestion. Fortunately, most construction will take
place in relatively secluded areas: therefore these impacts will be

reduced.

4,07 Approximately 20,000 yards of material will be removed in
constyructing the tunngl. (About 10% of the excavated material can be
ugsed as £ill at the Pyrotex Corp.) Of course, this material will require
disposal. Present plans call for the Contractor to assume this respon-
sibility., However, the proper Federal, State and local govermmental
bodies will have review authority, and the Corps will have final say
as to the site's acceptability. This should insure that the site
selected is envivonmentally acceptable, and diminish the possibilivy of
conflicts.

4.08 The rvetaining of 360,000 cublce feet of water in the tunnel
between diversions could also create a problem., Depending upon the
organic material and the bacteria present in the water, the possibility
exists that the water in the tunnel could go anoxic -~ the bacteria
decomposing the organic matiter could consume most of the oxygen. If
this continued long enough, the dissolved oxygen content could be
sharply reduced. When this water is discharge into the brook, it could
create a problem for man and for those organisms present in the broolk.

4.09 To evaluate the severity of this problem, tests were con-
ducted to determine what happens to dissolved oxygen content of the
pond: water undey simulated teonel conditions.

4,10 In May of 1976, samples of pond water were takem at the
proposed site of the intake structure. The water was beld in a dark
room at 500¥F: conditions expected to exist in the tunnel. The dissolved
oxygen readings were taken about every two days, and tests were conducted
from 18th of May to the 2lst of June.

4.11 Although the tesis were only conducted for a short period
and there maybe some doubt as to the veliability of the reading in the
later part of the experiment, the results seem to indicate thar the
dissolved oxygen content in the tunnel's water should not drop below
6.6 mg/l. Water coantaining this amount of oxygen could support any of
the forms of life found in the Monoosnoe Brook. In fact, this level is
close to the lower limits tvout couvld survive in {7 mg/1) and trout
are very sensitive to dissolve oxygen content. But to further ensure
that the oxygen content of the water is high, stone blocks will be placed
at the cutlet. This will allow the water to mix with the atmosphere, and
increase its oxygen content. The complete study on dissolved oxygen can
be found in the Appendix.
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4.12 Other Impacts. A small portion of Rockwell Pond will be
filled to construct the intake structure. The pond is shallow and
marshy in this avea. Cattails and watermilfoil are very abundant.
The fill would eliminate these plants and the habitat and food scurce
they create. The fill would also cause temporary turbidity in the
adjacent areas; thus loweviung the productivity of the pond. However,
when the construction is finished, the £ill will be removed, and the
pond should revert to its former state.

4,13 Thyee acres are to be graded near a manufacturing plant.
{see Vigure 3). In the past, water has ponded there and caused a

problem. The area will be graded so that it slopes towards the brook;
thus facllitating drainage.

4.14 The grading will mean the loss of some trees and scrubs,
and the habitat associated wicth them. Uowever, this impact should be
slight since the avea will be seeded with grasses. Many biuvds and
mammals should re~inhabit the area.

4.15 The project should not adversely impact any cultural
resources.

3

4.16 At the public meeting held in January of 1976, the issue
was raised thai the tunnel might increase the flooding at Searstown
Shipping Center. Since the shopping center is situated on the flood-
plain between the North Nashua River and the Monoosnoc Brook, there
seemed to be some Justification for this concern.

4,17 The Corps had previously conducted studies on this problem.
The findings were that the brook's water level would increase only
about one to two inches, and the waters would arrive about 1 hour soconer
than normal because of the tunpnel. However, when the North Nashua's
flood waters aryive, they would be considerably higher than the
Monoosnoc Brook flows causing greater damage.
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5.00 ANY PROBABLE ADVERSYE FENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNCT BE AVOIDED

The following summary displays the adverse impacts which cannot
be avoided by this project. :




LEOMINSTER LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT

SUMMARY OF FNVIRONMMENTAL IMPACTS

SHORT-TERM BiA LONG-TERM
(1) Because of construction, %jifi) Rockwell Pond may have new current
there will be dust, noise, and patterns, ‘
traffic congestion. (2) The diversion structure will alter
(2) Turbidity as a result of |- the face of the pond by a permanent
the east corner of the pond. %ﬁ loss of a small area of early succes-
teing filled in with destruc-— ~ | sional, tervestrial habitat,
tion of some benthic life, {(3)* Flood protection will be provided
{(3) Due to outlet structure -@f to approximately 70 acres of the in<
construction, a swall loss ' + dustrialized city proper,
of small animal habitat will (4)#% Safety factors must be considered-
0Ceur,s theve way be injurles te lécal popue
{41 If water in tumnel becomes %ﬁ lation at the 1nt9mc and dis char@e
astagnant, odors, production of structures,
explosive gases, and pogsibly (S} There w111 be little or no effect
occurrence of diseases may gf on the long term productivity of
vesult. There will also be a Moncosnoc Broeok and Rockwell Pond,
deleterious effect on the @y {(6)* Intangible bLenefits as lncreased
downstrean ecosysiem when d spnse of security during flood times,

waters are Flushed oul.

(5) Watera mav go anoxic,

(6)* A temporary ecomomilc
boost to the Leominster avea,.

% %&

(7Y% A temporary increase iIn
jobs.

(8) As a raesult of outlet con~|
struction, there will be a
temporary logs of approxi-
mately 3 acres of land.

<

(9) Minor impacts on fish,
fish eggs, birds, and other
mammals which may be lost to-
the tunnel because of entrap-
ment .

(10) Temporary loss of ground
cover resulting in possible
erosion and nutrient loss.

(11)* Temporary aesthetdic
degradation.

%‘%%

(12)* Local community may be
disrupted for a short time,
or possible displacement,

B= Beneficial

A= Adverse

o
i

Posgible BSocial Impacts

Do




6.00 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

6,01 To meet Leominster's needs for flood protection, a number
of alternatives were considered. These included a surface diversion
from Pilerce Pond and smaller scale channel improvements; the draining
of Roclkwell Pond for use as a flood storage veservoir; underground
diversion of storm waters: and nounstructural alternstives such as
flood proofing, or excavation of the flood area.

6.02 The first alternative, & diversion stream from Pierce
Pond, became unattractive when condominiums were bhuilt in the path
of the diversion. Because of tepographical conditions, there is no
feasible way around these dwellings. The value of these building
and assoriated lands now precludes the diversion.

6.0% Iy was proposed to drain the pond snd creste a park;

in the event of a atvim,Lh park would £1il and function as a
reservoir. Investigations showed however, that Rockwell Pond

could nnly store 15 minutes of runwff from a Standard Project Flood
and this is clearly not sufficient for flood control.

.04 Several nonstructural alternatives were considered
including evacuation, floodpiain 7mning9 and floodproofing. As figuve 6
shows, approximately 85 acres of Leomiaster were inunda?ed by the flood
of 1936. A Strandard Project Flood would be even greater. FBvacuating
flood prone structures would be costly snd disvuptive to the community.

6.05 Because the city is heavily built-up and the basin is
rather steep, a diversion tunnel was COHbld@l@d to be least disruptive
and most economical. A simple urdgrground tunnel was fivsi proposed,
but borings and geismic investigations indicated the bedrock was not
where expecteda Because of thug expensive tunneling through sand
would be mecessary as would costly tunnel supports. This tunnel could
not be justified because of its expense.

6.06 A deeper tunnel was then proposed. Such a scheme would
call for tunneling almost exclusively through bbdfOFLo Roring through
bedrock is more economical than excavating through looser material
and creates fewer engineering problems.

6.07 The deep tumnel currently appears to be the best solution
for protecting Leominster, t is a sound eangineering solution, and
economically justified; and if maintained should cause few environmental
problens.

£
T

6.08 TIf no action is taken, flooding acvoss parts of the city
will continue.

Gl
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7.00 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USHES OF MAN'S
PNV IRONMENT AND THE MATNTENANCE AND FNHANCEMENT OF
LORG~TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The projected life span of the Leominster Local Protection
Project is 100 vears. It ds likely, however, that such a structurve
will stand until man chooses to modify or dismantle it. The project
will have Iitcle or no effect on the long—term productivity of
Monoosnoc Brook and Rockwell Pond. There will also be little or no
effect on the biological productivity of Leominster itself due to the
project.

7.01 'The long-term benefits on the human environment will be
algnificant. The lack of flooding will encourage construction and
improvements along the brook and in flood prone areas. Industries
and homeownsrs will no longer face occasional nulsance flooding ov
rarer, more disasterous events. Without ocecasional flooding, human
activities will probably encroach upon and disturb the brook. In-
creased development and prosperity could lead to a degradation in
brook quality, but responsible development should prevent this and
can even enhancée brook quality. With tree plantings and other
improvements such as the town's reverting to a trout habitat.

T=1




8.00 ANY TRREVERSIRLE AND IRREIRIAVABLE COMMEITMENTS
OF RESOURCES WHICH WOULD BE IRVOLVED TN THE
PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED

Irretrisvable resources involved with this project include
construction materials, capital, labor and fuel. Approxiwately
750 tons of steel and 9,000 cubic yavds of concrete will be used
to build the diversion. Thousands of cubic yards of pulverized
rock will be created by this project and be made available for
other construction.




9.00 COORDINATION AND COMMENT AND RESPONSE

A number of meetings have baen held with State and local
people concerning this project (see Correspondence in Appendix).
In general there is no opposition to it. To receive further views
on this project, a public meeting was held in the Leominster City
Hall on 27 January 1976. Hevre also, the public saw few problems
with the proposal. As the need arises, move meetings will be held
to inform all intevested parties as to the progress of the project.
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3 Hovember 1975

Mr, Joseph Ls Ignazio
Thiel, P]annwnh Dlvialon

Department of the Ar my‘

New Fugland Division, Corps of Ingineers

L2l Trapelo Road

Waltham g Mag assachusaths 02 1

fes  Flood Coonbrol Project, City of Leowinster
Dear M, Tgnazios
The Massachusetts Historlcal Comm gion concurs with the above project.

After reviewing ovr files, we can find within the project boundaries
as submitbed to us, no pWLpOPflC% listed nor, to the best of our

knowledge, eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic

Places. .

However, theve are several moruments listed hy the City of Leominster

in the Inventory of Historic Places, within the iwmpact area of the

tumel. No. 905 near the corner of Merviam Avenue and Main Street is

a police marker evechbed in 1959, Nos. 910, 91k, snd 915 are located

near the gelsmic investigations &1 and 3.3, No., 910 is the Qliver
Carter Monumenb, 1906, Swmer Strest a+ Main Street in Carter Park.

Nos 914 is the Jobwrln oi FOﬁvJﬁn War Cannon at Main end Summer Strect

on the Common. Noo 9L5 a3 the Willard Mcmorxal Pountain dedicated

in 1903 by the Womenis (‘hm stian Temperance Union at Main and Summer
Street on the Common. We suggest thabt you conbact Mrs. Bvelyn B. Hachey,
Chairwomany Leominster His forLCdl Comuission, 56 Manchester Street,

01453, concerning the effects on LhG 36 mommnents. ’

<

We also suggest that you contact the State Archeologlst, Dr. Maurice
Robbing, Broason huscum9 8 North Main trﬂotg Attleboro, 02703, for
any identification of archeological sites within bthe project impact
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L!éd heth Resd Amadon
Trecntive Director
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NOTRS REFERENCE T0: Leominster - Monoosnock Brocock Fileld Survey
By: tephen ¥. Poole

Date: October 4, 1971

On the above date, the writer conducted a survey of Monoosnock
Brook, in the Cityv of Leominster, by physically walking the brook
bed from its confluence with the Nashua River to the dam at Rockwell
Pond. The condition of the brook throughout this stretch can only
be described as poor. The bottom is overgrown with algae and strewn
with trash. The water is turbid, with a good deal of floating matter
and some oil. '

Many discharges were noted during thisz survey, both of industrial
and sanitary wastes. The brook as 1t overflows the Rockwell Pond
Dam seemed clear and of a high quality. The change took place almost
inmediately, Industrial discharges added color and floating matter
to the flow. As the brook emerges on the downstream side of Leominster
center, oil ila discharged in a small guanity, but is collecting be-
hind a dam causing an unsgightly mess. As the brock flows from the
center to the Nasghua, it is subiect to a dischavrge of raw sewage at
one point. This discharge ig near a populated grea and could be a
health hazard.

Sketches of the diffsrent sections of the brook locating the
discharges are appended. ALl diecharges should be checked with the
Division of Watexy Pollution Control.
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NEDED-W {30 June 1976)

SURIECT:  Studies for Local Flood Protection, Mono

Massachusetis

T0: Chief, Planning Div FROM: Acting Chiefg _
Engineering Div

tnclosed 1 the water quality storage study for the propo
sion tunnel. Based upon these studies, the water stored b

osnot Brook, Leowinster,

DATE: 14 September 1976 CMT 2
Mr. Cassidy/jdt/843

not anticipated to be depleted of dissolved oxygen, but instead,

winimin valye of approximately 7 mg/l.

andi1abova%@ry analyses described herein and it is recommended that a
quality investigations be performed during the design phase of this project.

fncl
as

cy Furn:
Mr. Cassidy
Engrg Div Files

AT

These findings are based on the
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sed Monopsnoc Brook diver-
etween flood events is
will maintain a
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dditional watevr



HWATER GUALITY/STORAGE STUDY

MONDOSNOC BROOK 1.OCAL Fi0OD PROTECTION
@@NG%}%“P BROUK D %??Stﬁf ’E {NEL

Water ctored in the proposed Monoosnoc Brook Diversion Tunnel
botween ¥l aﬂding events is not anticipated to be depleted of dis~
salved oxygen. Dased upon preliminavy studias concerning the effects
of water storage on diss olved oxygen CGﬂC@ﬂL“d&%QﬂS, it is expected
that a minima? value of approximately 7 mg/1 will always vemain in
the tunnel. A move detailed sampling progran will be requived during
the design phase to verify these resylty,

the estimated winimal stovage value is due to the good guality of
the water in hmnaagmmc Arook, There are six water supply impound-
gonts in the 16.4 square wile drainage avea contributing to the cutlet
of Rockwell Pond, the intake gite of the *w@pr<ed diversion. These
inciude Notown, Luyneaﬁ Forse and Distributing Reservolivs, and Good-
fellow ard Supond Ponds. A1 of these T“Oﬂ”ﬁﬁmQHJW and thaiy tribu-
taries are presently classified by Massachusefts as Dlase A waters.
Under the th“uavdﬁ for the classificetion system, the dissolvad
oryoen percent saturation ts always enusl to or greatey than 75 percent
for at Teast 15 hours pay. 24h~ h%ur *“1@@ The oxygen concentration

in the water supply associated L,ésaaarzes are always equal to or
graeater than 5 m g/ 1. Qiuﬂ cotiform bacteria per 100 wl do not ex-
cesd an average va?ue B0 counts during any wmonthly s abp?irg pariod.
Color, turbidiiy, pH, ﬂﬁQf and taste are all of natural origin.

The wain stem of Moncosnon Broal is classified as B water. Under
this classification dissolved oxygen in the stream should bz at Tevels
above 75 porcent of satuvabion during at least 16 hours of any 24-hour
period, and at a concentration of not Tess than § mg/l at any time.
Total coliform bacteria counts should not exceed an average value of
1,000/10C ml nor move than 1,000 in 20 percent of the sampies. Color,
turbidity, taste, odor and chemical constituents should be present in
concentrations 5uck that no impairment of Class B uses will occur and
pone which ave havnful to humens and aguatic life.

The water guality Stva concarning the effects of storage an dis-
solved oxygen concentrations 15 based upon results from Rﬂb&weﬁﬁ Fond
water c¢ollected on 18 May 1976. Tahle 1 1ists the values of the parva-
mﬂte§s measured and the calculated ultimate biochemical oxygen demand
{BOD).

A G



in order to determine the effects of storage on dissolved oxygen
concentrations in the pr roposed tunnel, four assumptions were made:

| (1} It was assumed that the data from the Tater phase of the
storage experiment was incorrect because the dissolved oxygen values
increased after 4 Jdune 1576 (Table 2). The manufacturer of the dis-~
solved oxygen meter was contacted to discuss. the possibility. that
-axvq&n was iﬂb?@dﬁb&d into the test botiles when measurements were
being ebtained.  The manufacturer indicated ﬁhaa’nnﬁy:aﬂ insignificant -
amount "of oxygen would be normally introduced.  However; siwmilar
studies pnwrexmod by Dr. F. D?w?aﬁd of the University of Massachusetis
for the Corps proposed Beaver Bronk Lake ergfvf uioe 9%per%ence3 ,
. ingreasing d‘““o?“@ﬂ oxygen concentrations in his storage stydies,
He atiributed the increass to dissolved oxygen introduction during
sampling -even though pr ecaufvgzs w@re t.&en dur?ng i?e @“n@rsmcni to

exclude this occurrencs.

{2} Based upon engineering judgment, it was assumed that the
p@rtisn of the data reflecting oxygen consumption during the initial
phase of the study is ?Gp??%@ﬁud*?“@ 0?‘%&? L#p& of FGﬁ%hWﬁu!ud f?? ‘the
entire test peraﬁd L ) .

.- (d) Et was also. g%%x ed that the water stoved in the Monoosnoo .. .
Brook diversion tunnel betwean flood events will have.a low BOD because . .

: it s water retained during the recessional side of the hydrograph.

- Studies done eisevhera disclose that organic matter and other pollu--

tants are usually washed Vrom the anGthed during the first hours of .

a storm event. The low BOD'during sample collection is considered vep- - - .. .

- resentative of values in the tunnel afier diversion has ceased.. . .. ...

{4} An asymptotic dacay curve was 35$UWPJ‘bGLGECG hacteria i —

the stored water will consume oxygen and organic matter, -ﬁhen a1§ the
nitrients are utilized, dissolved oxygen depletion will stop. J%RC@
‘the ultimate BOD is Tow, not a11 the oxygen will be consumed. ~ The
calculated Tower Timit of dissolved oxygen {k} can be considered Lhe
approachable asymptotic value. Therefore, the equation for the dig-
solved oxygen depletion will take the generalized form:

Ve = k+abX
_ - Based upon theée'assumﬁtfansg'fhe fé??o»i g qu&ﬁian“f@r dig-
selved oxygen prediction in the prapasad tunnel is:
Cpo- = 6.58 + 3.8 (0.79)% . L o
Cpo = dassoiwgd ohwﬂen‘e@n@@mtraﬁiﬁ%“%m'mgf}

P4 daj% o: storage
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ing to Figure 1, it will take appv@xawatciy ?? days to veach
the minimal dizsol

ved © %yggﬁ concentration of 6.58 mg/1 in the tunnel .

The maximum dissolved oxygen concentration in the test hottle was
10,0 mg/1 while the altimate BOD concentration of the water was 2.6

mall, apavan 7.4 mg/l. Tha diffarence between 7.4 mg/1 and the mini-
um Vasua of approximataly 6.6 mg/1 is the amount of oxvgen that will

react with fervic ions in the water 0 produce a fervic hydrﬁﬁid@ o

precipitate.




TABLE 1

MQNGQ%‘@C BROOK DIVERSION PROJECT
LEOMINSTER, FWQAQFQQETTS

WATER QUALITY
?ObeE‘L PONT
Parameter Yalue
Date 18 May 1976
Time | g
Afr Temperature . 18.87 ¢
Water Temperature ©20.0° €
Dissaived Oy qeﬁ' o 8.5 maf1
pH 6.4
~Speeific Electrical 13 umhos
Conductance : o
Wltimate BOD , S 2.8 wmgll

"&«.42;




-/ a TABLE 2

MONODSNGC BROOK DIVERSION PROJECT
LEONTNSTER, HASSACHUSETTS

DISSOLYED OXYGEN/STORAGE PERIGD

LABORATORY STUDY*

Date Dissolvad Oxygen
(1578} (ma/ 13

18 May 9.3

20 May 9.3
) 24 May 10.0
; ‘ - 26 May 10.0
P 28 May 9.4
: 1 Jun 8.0
f 2 Jun 7.9
E 4. Jun 7.9
: 7 dun &.4
: g Jun . 9.0
| . 11 Jun 8.8
v 14 Jun 9.6
! 16 Jun 9.2
ﬁ 21 dun 9.6
: *Test conditions were performed at the expected
; tunnel temperature range of 50-B8°F.
: ~45
?

Aty 5 :

&
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o e, Swaine/paw/532
HEPPTL~P . . 13 Januney 1977
guparviacry, Concord Aves fffise

1t would ba appreciated 1§ vour commonts conearning the propesed project
could be returned within 30 daye oo be ipcorporatad in our plenning schedule
eeward early veport complation.

Sincerely vouvs,

2 incls JOSTEAH Y., LGNAZTIO
1. Basin Mso Chief, Planaing Division

3. Oeneral Plan and Prafila

H’F -
Mr. Civielio t—"
Planning NDiv Viles
Beading File




The Draft Envivonmental Impact Statement for the Leominster Local
Protection Project required some mihar editorial corrections; and in addition
one figure and a coordination letter, which had been inadvertently excluded,
were added to the Final Envirvonmental Impact Statement.

Seventeen agenc%es or organizations commented on the Environmental
Impact Statement. Seven of these stated that their concerns were adequately
addressed. Ten others required further response from the Corps. The

following are all comments and responses:




a. Executive Office of Favironmental Affairs

Comment: "On page 2~4, the present channel capacity of the brook is given
as 800 ¢fs. Thers is no indicatien of what the chamel capacity was at

the time of the 1936 flood. More to the point, there is ne indication as

ro whether the R0O0 cfs capacity refers to the channel in its present debris-
choked state, o in its proposed cleaned-cut state, If the 860 cfs refers
to the former condition, how would a brook cleaning affect the channel
capacity?”

Response: The information on channel capacity is found on pages 1-1 and’

1-2, and not on page 2~4. The present safe channel capacity is 800 cfs as the
table on page 12 waveals; therefore, cleaning the channel would increase

its capacity. However, construction of a bypass tunnel would preciude

the need for such work. The city of Leowminster, as part of the local co-
operation agreement, would be required to maintain the capacity of 600 to

800 cfs in the ewisting channel.

Comment: "It is stated on page 4-1 that up to 75% of the labor force employed
on the proiect might be drawn from the local area. Given that most of the
project will ionvelve shaft and tunnel construction requirving relatively

oy

specialized skillsg, is this a veasounable figure?

o

Respouse: ‘The 757 figure was derived from similar projects constructed by
the Corps, and the Corps believes this isg a falrly accurate estimate. How-
ever, if the State of Massachusetis can supply data with a different per-

ceutage, the Corps would cousider incorporating the information in the LIS,




Comment: "The EIS should describe in more detail the plans for construc-
tion debris disposal {page 4-2}., It should discuss how and where hoth
cleared debris and excavated rock will be disposed of in an envirvenmentally

sensitive manner.™ ‘ .

Response:  Presently, the Corps is unable to specify exactly how or where -

the debris and excavated rock will be disposed. But, a standard clause

placed in Corps specifications reads: “The Contractor and his subcontractors
shall comply with all applicable Federal, State and local and law regulations

concerning environmental pollution control and abatement.” Massachusetts

j4+)
o
==
Do
5
5

has enacted many laws concerning sensitive savivonmental vesource
dispusing of the material produced by the tumneling work and where disposal
may impinge upon any of these sensitive resources, the contvactor will have
o comply with the substantive provisions of the State and local governments'
regulatory plans. Full time iuspection of the Contractor’s disposal methods .
would be ¢ucamnilahﬁd by Corps representatives.
Comment: "'The digcugaimn of the DO chavacteristics of water trapped in
the tummel between diversions {page 4-2) is cursory and very unsatisfactory.
Aside fvom its appaveut experimental errors, the approach described in the
appendix is oversimplified and does not consider such conditions as the high
BOD and COD of urban zunoff; the oxygen demand decaying organic matter, such
as leaves, which may be left in the tunnel between storms; and a series of
stovies large enough to produce flow into the tunnel, but not large enough
to flush out the tunnel completely. Many towns in Massachusetts have ex-
perienced pollution problems from unmaintained catch basins, and the proposed
vunnel repressents the same problem mapnified enormously. Much more thought
and study showld be given to the biological and chemical impacts of the

tunnel on downstysam waters.

.
4



Comment: "The EIS should describe in more detail the plans for construc-
tion dobyris disposal {page 4-2). It should discuss how and where hoth
cleared debris and excavated rock will be disposed of in an envircomentally
sensitive manner.’

Response: Presently, the Corps is unable to specify exactly how or where -

Sdiz 0t

the debris and excavated rock will be disposed. But, a standard clause
placed in Corps specifications reads: “The Contractor and his subcontractors
shall comply with all applicable Federal, State and local and law regulations
concerning envivonmental pollution control and abatement.” Massachusetts

has enacted many laws concerning sensitive envivonmental resources. When
disposing of the material produced by the tunneling work and where disposal
may impinge upon any of these sensitive resources, the contryactor will have
to comply with the substantive provisions of the State and local governments'
regulatory plans. Full time inspection of the Contractor’s disposal methods .
would be accowplished by Corps representatives.

Comment: “The discussion of the DO chavacteristics of water tvapped in

the tunnel between diversions {[page 4-2) is cursory and very unsatisfactory.
Aside from its appavent experimental errors, the approach described in the
appendix is oversimplified and does not consider such conditions as the high
BOD and COD of urban wvunoff; the oxygen demand decaying orgaenic matter, such
as leaves, which may be left in the tunnel betwesen storms: and a series of
stovias large enough to produce flow into the tunnel, but not large enough

to flush out the tummel completely. Many towns in Massachusetts have ex-
perienced pollution problems from unmaintained catch basins, and the proposed
tunn@lyrepfegents the same prohlem magnified enormously. Much more thought
and study should be given to the biological and chemical impacts of the

tunnal on downmstream waters.”



Response: The Corps appreciates the State's apprehension over the dis-

asolved oxygen test. However, we still believe the vesults give a fairly
good approximation of the conditions that might result from retaining

water in the tunnel. To explain our position, it might be helpful to

theoretically analyze how much organic matiter would be required to com-
pletely denude the tunnel’s water of dissclved oxvgen, to determine the
amount of material requirved to lower the dissolved oxygen to 6.6 mg/l,
and to determine the amount of organic material that might realistically
be expected to accumilate in the tunnel.

Between diversions, the tunnel will retain 360,000 cubic feet of water;
this is equivalent to 10,162,800 liters of water. Assume that the dissolved
oxygen content of the pond's waterg is 8.5 mg/l (this is the initial amount
found in our study), multiplying this figure by the numbey of liters, then
the total milligrams of dissolved owygen is 86,383,800, The ratio of oxygen
consumed to organic matter is 1:88.% That is, 1 milligram of oxygen can
decompose 88 milligrams of organic matter. Then to determine the amount of
organic matter necessary to completely comsume the oxygen in the water
muiltiply 86,383,800 by 88. The vesult is 7,601,774,400 mg; that is equivalent
to 16,762 pounds. 1In other words, it would require over 8 tons of material
to completely deplete the dissolved oxygen.

The suspended organic matter found in Amevican lakes ranges from .23

to 12 mg/l with an average of 1.36 mg/l.* If Rockwell Pond's waters are

%3,7. Kuznetsov, The Microflora of Lakes and Geochemical Activity, papes 32
and 238, University of Texas Press, Austin and Lendon, Originally published
in 197¢ by Nauka Publishing House, Teningvad Branch, Teningrad, USSR




on the high side, then 269 pounds of matter would go into the tuonel from

the pond. If it is the average, then 30 pounds would enter the tunnel, and

5 pounds would enter for the low value. Considering it would require 3,688
pounds to lower the oxygen content to 6.6 mg/l, these are very small amounis.
Thers would be an excess ancunt of oxygen present for additional organic matter

to be broken down. and for other chemical reaciions requiviug oxygen.

Purthermore, the dissolved oxygen found in the tunnel would be high
since the water would be mixed with the atmosphere as it enters the tunnel;
also the water rvemaining in the tunnel after flooding would be the cleanest
since most matevials would have been flushed from the system. Tor all of
these reasons, the Corps helisves there should not be a problem with this
tunnel.

Howewver, to further insure that the position presented is correct, a
more detailed study will be conducted during the desipgn phase, as is stated
in the last sentence of the first parvagraph of the study. Also, a low flow
pate would be provided on the Reckwell Pond intake structure to allow for
flushing of the tunnel if it becomes necessary.

Caleulations

Liters dn cubic foot 28.23

360,000 cubic feet of water in tunnel
iLiters in tunnel 10,162,800

8.5 mg/l X 10,162,800 = 86,383,800 mg/of DO

Ratio of cousumption oxygen to orvganic marter 1:88

86,383,800 X 88 = 7,601,774,400 mg of organic matter
convert to grams 7,601,774,
to convert to lbs. 0.002205 X 7,601,774 = 16,762 = 8,38 tons

4



Orpganic matter intakes

Range '7 | Average
0.23 to 12 mg/l 1.36 mg/l
High
L012 g/1 X 10,162,800 = 121,954 gram organic in tunnel

0.002205 X 121,954 = 269 1b organic material in tunnel

Average

L00136 g/1 X 10,162,800 = 13,821 gram

lbs. 0.002205 X 13,821 = 30.4 lbs.

Low

00023 g/1 X 10,162,800 = 2,337.4 grams

ibs, 0.00205 X 2,332 = 5.2 1lbs.
Comment: "This office is expecting to review a plan for the proposed expansion
of the Searstown shopping center in the ueér future; this plan includes the
relocation and diking of the lower end of Monoosnoc Brook. Would this
activity, in connection with the Corps’ proposed project, lead to more

serious downstream flooding probiems than described on page 4-~377

Jesponae: The Corps does not have a copy of the proposed plans for expanding
Searstown Shopping Center. When the State receives guch plans, we would

like to obtain a copy to determine if our project would increase the down~
stream flooding problem.

Comment : "Safety factors’ are listed as a long-term impact on page 5~2.
What linds of safety precautions will be takenm to prevent injuries related

to the intake and discharge structures?”



Respouse: We vefer you to page 1-3 of EIS and to the detailed plans of the
project sent to your office. These sources show that the intake structure

will be capped and the discharge structure will be fenced.

"According te the February 1977 Nashua River Watershed Associlation

newsletter, there are firm plans for a city mini-park along Momcosnoc Brook.

Any impacts the proposed project would have on this sive should be described

in the L18.%

Respouse: The city of Leowminster is plapning for a city mini-park along

Monocosnoc Brook. Plansg call for the cleaning of a portien of the brook in
dowitown Leominster and planting trees around a parking lot. The Corps’
project should not conflict with the mini-payk; this poiat was alsc confirmed

by Mr. Bill Murrah of the Leomimsteyr Planning Board.

(7]

Comment: "The benafit/cost vatic of this project should be stared and ex-
plained in the TIZ."
Response: To determine the benefit/cost vatio, the annual losses that would
cecur 1if the project is not constructed arve compaved against the annual costs.
¥rom a survey of the flood prone property, it was eatimated that the
annual loss would he $526,700. An additional $76,000 was added to the above
figure for area redevelopment benefits. Thus, the annual benefits are
$602,700.
Estimated total first casts are $7,640,000. When amoviized over a 100
years at 6~5/87 interest, this yields an amival cost of $508,600., (This
includes approximately 51,700 for annual operation and maintenance.} Com-

paring annual costs $508,600 and annual benefirs $602,700 gives a benefit

to cogt ratio of 1.2 o 1.0.

6



9.00 COORDINATION AND COMMENT AND RESPONSE

A number of meetings have bheen held with State and local
people concerning this project (see Correspondence in Appendix).
In general there is no opposition to it. To receive further views
on this project, a public meeting was held in the Leominster City
Hall on 27 Janwary 1976. Here also, the public saw few problems
with the proposal. As the need arises, more meetings will bhe held
to inform all intevested parties as to the progress of the project.

el
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Paul Guzzi

3 Hovember 1975

Yr. Joseph L. Ignazio
Chief, Flannlng Divislon
Daparitment of the Army
New Ingland Division, Corps of Engineers
L2k Trapelo Road '

Waltham, Massachusathts 0215)

Res ¥Flood Conbrol Project, Clty of Leominster

Dear My, Tgnazlos

The Massachusetts Hisbtorical Commission comcurs with the above project.

After reviewing ouvr filesy we can £ind within the ﬁrUJegt boundaclos
as submitted to us, no properties listed nor, to the best of our

knowledge, oligible for 1listing io the National Register of Historic
Places.

“

Howaver, thore are aseveral monuments listed by the City of Leominsber

in the Inventory of Hisborlc Places, within the impact area of the
turmale Noo 906 near the corner of Merriam Avenue and Main Streeb is

a police marker erechbed in 1959, Nos, 9"{0 Gl and 915 are located
near the geismic investigations S-1 and ’~ No. 910 is the Oliver o
Carter Morument, 1906, Swmer Street at MaLn Street in Carter Park.

No. 914 is the VOtvrln of Forolgn War Cannon at Main end Summer Street
on the Comann. No. 915 4z the Willard Memorial Fountain dedicated

in 1503 by the Women's Christian Temperance Union at Main and Swamer
Street on the Common. We zuggest that you conbact Mrs. Bvelyn B. Hachey,
Chairwoman, Leominster Historicsl Commission, 56 Manchester Street,

LAY

01453, concerning the effects on these monuments.

We also suggest that you contact the State Archeclogist, Dv. Maurice
Robbing, Bronson Musewny 8 North Main Street, Attleboro, 02703, for
any identification of archeologleal sites within the project ¢mpac%
arida.

Sincerely vourdg
(ﬂ ® }/ ’ e /
(’/_ o ,‘s.{‘;z,-;\, e ,,[ j)”’d“ iFa'e

Li:i /,uheuh Resd Amadon
ibive Director

Massachusobbs Hishorical Commigsion

Al mm‘z/ J3/p3

.
Hos t.e'u 1nsher HL

0y

stoelcal Commlssion



Comment: "Winally, a minor point: carbon monoxide is not the same as TSP
{total suspended particulates ) as jmplied on page 2-3."
Responges TSP should have commas avound it and not parventheses. The eyror

bas been corrected.

b. The Commopwealth of Massachusetts —~ Mass. Histarical Comnission
Comment: "Copiles of the Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Study were sent
ro the Historiecal Commission, Massachusetts State Archaeclogist, National
Park Service -~ North Atlantic Region, National Park Service-~Interagency
Archacologlcal Services, and the Advisory Council on Historio Preservation.

Response: FRach of these agencies acknowledged receipt of the report and

axpresged concurvence with dts findings. The Massachusetts Historical
Commimsion, State Apﬂhaaﬁlogist, and National Tark Service-North Atlantic
Region specifically councurred with the recommendation for further survey

in two aréﬂs of the projsct. Should further situndies be avthorized by
Congress, these recommendations will be incorporated in a scope of sevvices
for a Cultural Rescurces Survey of these areas.

. United States Eovivonmental Protection Agency

!

Comment: “"EPA's only concern was over the water held in the tunnel between

storms. "
Response: Please read the Corps' vesponse number 4 to the Massachusetts

Executive Office of Envivonmental Affairs.

d. United States Department of Commerce

Comment: " There is little discussion of costs, compared with besnefits,
LUHNEL L >

of the proposed project. Although there is reference in Sections 4.03,




4.04, aand 4.05 to a 1974 study which determined the costs of fleood danmage,
the only discussion of costs of tunnel construction occurs in Sections
6.06, 6.07; these Sections, however, are quite vague and give no specific
indications of comparative costs of altevnative solutions. In Section

6.07, it 4

Ly

stated without justification that the proposed tunnel 'is
a sound engineering solution, and sconomically justified.® We recommend
a more detailed development of costs and benefits.®

Response: Please vead the Corps response to the Cemmonwsalth of Massachusetis

Huscutive Office of Hnvivonmental Affairs and to the Lespus of Women Volters
of Leominster {8 and 6 vespectively) on this matter.
Comment: "The flood preventicn program is based on three recorded floods

{1936, 1938 and 1955). There is insufficient anslysis of annval rainfall

patterns and of the expected magnituds of future major floods.”

Rezponse: See the followlng response.

Comment ”It is stated in Section 7.01 that 'The lack of fleoding will
encourage construction and improvements along the brook and in flood prone
areas.  But, this seems to be in conflict with ths statement in Section
4,16, concerning the Searstown Shopping Center, built on an existing flood
plain, that "the tunmnel might increase the flooding at Searstown Shopping
Centey. Since the shopping center is situated on the flood p%gin between
the North Nashua River and the Monoosnoc Brook, there seemed to he some
justification for this concern.! Section 4.17, which apparently is intended
to answer the question that had been raised in 4.16, is inadequate for that

puipose, and should be considerably expanded.®



Response: According to the Council on Muvivonmental Quality® the purpose
of an Environmental Impact Statement is to present “information succinctly
in a form easily understood, both by members of the public and by public
decision~makers, giving attention to the substance of ithe informatiéu
conveyed rather than te the particular form, oy length, or detail of the
statement.” And just lately, the Council distributed a mema stating that
many EIS's have become voluminous in an attempt to address all facets of a
proposal, whether they are significant or not.#®*

The Corps tried to present the pertinent data in a comprehensible style.
In doing this, the presentation of some technical data was sacrified. Howm
ever, the Corps will supply the Commerce Department a Survey Report
which has the requested data for comments 2 and 3, but will net incorporate

this material dn the EIS5 since we believe it will unduly clutier the document.

Comment: "It is acknowledged in Section 4.11, concerning the fate of watery
trapped in the funnel for long periods of time, and the possibility that
oxygen levels might become unacceptably low, that ‘the tests were only
conducted for a short period and there wmay be gome doubt as to the velia-
bility of the reading in the later part of the experiment....' In some
vears, the water could remain in the tuvnnel for many months. The conse-
quences of this possibility should be explored further.”

Responge: Please read the Corps’ vesponse number 4 to the Commonwsalth of

Massachusetts Office of Environmental Affairs.

*Ufsderal Register," Vol. 38, No. 147, Aug 1, 1873 $1506.8 content of envivon-
mental statements; 1

#%Copy of memo in Appendix

Y




¢. United States Depariment of the Interior

Comment: "It would be useful if the statement would show the location of

the walls used to supply the city in relation to the alignment of the

tunnel., The aquifer{s) tapped by the wells should be indicated, especially

if they peuetraté bedrock. If the wells are in the vicinity of the ﬁunpel
gite, evaluation of the potential for géepage from the tumnel, and/or

perhaps the degroe of treatment of the ground water would be appropriate.’
Regponse: When the Corps first learned of the wells, there was concern

that the tunnel might atfect the wells® aquifers. However, when it was
learned that the walls are in a different drainage system and that the
Monoosnoc Brock is separate from the tunnel and the wells, it was decided that

there would be little possibility of the tunnel affecting the aguifers.

Figuve 54 has been iorluded in the BIS te display this point,

£, United States Deparvtment of the Intericy - Bureau of Mines

Comment: “Constrvuction of a tunnel of the dimensions proposed would produce
about 20,000 cubic vards of excavated matevial taking into account the swell
factor. About 10 percent of this materlal could be used for grading the
Monoosnoe stream channel as part of the overall protection project. FPlans
far disposal of the rest of the material is left up to the Contracror
(Page 4-2),

Inadequate consideration is given to the disposal of this gquantity cf

ol =4

material and how it might effect local crushed stone prvoducers. The proposed
.

i . . R . . " it
q%tion will have no impact on othey mineral resources.

Response: P.J. Keating Company in Lunenburg, Massachusetts has the only

¢

/ 1 3 s Wy 4 -
active quarry in the vieinity of Leominster. 1In a telephone conversakblion on

May 5 1977 with Mr. Warren Keating, he stated that the gelling of excavated

10




stone from the tunnel could have a minor or wajor impact on the company,
depending upon the amount of processing the stone went through. If the
stone was substantially processed, then it wmight be worth $100,000 and
this would significantly impact the company. On the other hand, if the
stone was just used for fill, then it would only be worth $20,000 and this

would have an insignificant impact on the company.




g. Regional Fuvironmental Council, Inc.

Comment: "1:13 - No mention made of how debris, pollutants, ete., will be
rastricted from entering the pipe system, and who will be responsible for
its maintenance.”

Responsge: The cap over the Intake styucture and the grating around the

cap will prevent most larger debris from entering the tuonel. ({This in-
formation can be found on page 1~3 and on ¥igure 4 of the EIS.) However,
some debris and dissolved materials will enter the tunnel, but the force of
the water should drive most of it our. Thug, the water remaining in the
tunnel after floodwaters have subsided should be fairly free of these
matevials,

The city of Leowinster will be responsible for maintaining the pumnel,

and the Corps will imspect the tunnel twice a year to insure that the
tunnel ig properly maintained.

Comment: "1:14 - Two city sewer lines must be relocated as part of the

overall project. The line uwonder the Whitney Street bridge presents problems:
Where is it to be relocated under the brook?, aond will a coﬁferdém be necessary?,
and will measures be taken to prevent erosion and silation? Also, approvals
will be requirved for the Division Water Pollution Control and the Leominster
Conservation Comnission, as well as the Corps. Can we assume a suitable site
for relocation is available?”

Response: The sewer line at Whitmey Street would be relocated under the

brook. Present plans do not call for a cofferdam. Alrhough evosion and

siltation would occur from construction activities, the Corps will endeavor
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to hald the probiem to a minimum. In an attempt to ensure this, the

contract with the Contractor will require that State and Federal water

quality criteria not be violated.

Comment: "2:07 ~ Geology is generally described as bedrock covered by sand.
Tigure 3 shows “"assumed bedrock” which to us indicated somewhat limited core
or bore tests were taken to locate tﬁiq rock. To undertake such a large
elaborate project based on assumptions seems somewhat curious. No data on
core samples, locations, ete., were noted in the Statemeﬁtn”

Response: Two borings and seismic investigations weve conducted. The borings
were taken at the intake and the discharge structures. The seismic investi-
gations were also near the discharge structure. Bedrock is very common in
this area and ocur sampling confirmed this point. Also, the assumed bedrock
designation only means that the Corps does not have complete information on
the area; however, sufficient dnformation ewists for a reasonable prediction
of the badrock in the area. If necessavy, further subsurface explovations
could be made during Phase 2 studies ov prior to prepavation of plans and
specifications.

Comment: "2:10/11 - Waters above Pond ave Class A, below Class B, indicating
nutrients are enteriung the wateyr, as noted. We believe the leak in the sewer
line should be repaired at once, and certainly before this project is under-
taken, "

Response: The Corps acknowledges the Regional Enviroumental Council, Inec.
concern over the leak in the sewer line. However, the Corps does not have
statutory authority over this problem ~ FEPA and the State do, and both

agencles are aware of the problem.




Comment: "2:24/25 - The Corps should insist that the illegal discharges
into the brook be stopped prior to the start of the projoct We believe

also that the entive channel of the brook should be cleaned te remove the

obstacles and debwvis, and the Corps should vecedive from commitments that
the channel will he kept clean. 411 illegal discharvges should be stopped
by BPA.Y

Response: The Corps cannot insist that illegal discharges be stopped.

This comes under the 8tate and IPA jurisdiction. The clty will he required

to maintain the channel capacloy at 800 ofs

Photo -~ The photo is now identified on the '"Photo Locations® figures.
Comment: "4:07-4:06 -~ Concerning the impact of dust, we believe the Cowps
has wnderrared the irritations of dust, anvd the effects of wind-blown dust
egpecially on those with respiratory problems. T the dust should blow
towards the center of Leominster-alveady a smeverely impacted shopﬁimg area
the dust would seriously impede and dwpact what is left of downstown shopping.
Concerning the counstruction of the tuanel, we assume that the method
will be hoving, not blasting, although that is not clearly explaincd. The
site chosen for the disposal of the rvock is of crucial importance. We
assume the Corps and other agencies willl carefully select a site with no
potential for polliution of the area, and will supervise the disposal carefully."”
Regpon'@ Areas where dust s a problem will be treated with calcium chloride
or will be watered down. OCorps projects must have Corps inspectors present
to ensure that vegulations and constructilon practices are followed. For

these reasons, we doubt that there will be a significant problem.



Presently, it is not known whetrher boring, blasting ovr a cowbination
of these will be used to constyuct the tunnel, but all construction will
follow safe engineering practices ~~ economics usually dictates the method
to be utilized.

As for the disposal site, please see the Corps response 3 to the
Massachusetts Office of Environmental Affairs.
Comment: "4:08/11 ~ We have serious doubts about the adequacy, reliability
and extent of the tests concewning the anoxia of the waters in the tunnel
and their discharge into thg brook. We believe much more testing is necessary
to ensure that watevs discharged into the brook will not impact wildlife
in and around the brook. In other 1ocationsg we have seen the unfortunate
results of discharges of anoxic water into natural streams.”
Response: Please read the Corps’ vesponse to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Office of Envivonmental Affairs comment number 4.

"4212 ~ The filling of a section of Rockwell Pond could bave

Commernt
serious impacits on plants and organisms which mav or may net return after
the fill is removed. Also, yvou do not mention possible changes in currents,
noY ”s‘mention made of the time period this disruption would take place,

a factor with serious implications.”

]

sponse:  In artifically created ponds in the Midwest, it has been found

that plants will become established within six months.#® Rockwell FPond should
begin to vecover within siz months, if not sooner. The pond is a eutrophic
body of water, and these ave very productive ecosystems. Consequently,

when the £fill is removed, the plant community will guickly fepopulate the

area; and, of course, snimal 1ife would follow the plants into the ares.

#William H. Amos, The Life of the Pond, page 29, MeGraw-Hill, Tnc.
copyright 1967




The cuzrent pattern should not be dramatically altered. Rockwell Pond

is a sluggish body of warer; this peint can be validated by inspecting the
two primary scurces where water enters the pond. In both areas, there is
a heavy build-up of fine sediments. If the currents were substantial,

thaese sediments would be carvied farther cut into the pond before being

released; but since the sediments are so clese to the edge of the pond,

0

this suggests that the currents ave insigniificant.

Comment: 4717 ~ We note that the flooding of the shopping center would
not be ralieved by thisz »roject sines the Nashua waters will be higher
and will cause greater damage.”

Respouse: The Corps project is not intended to relieve flooding at the
shopping center.
Comment: "6:07 ~ No mention is made of who will be responsible for the
continued maintenance of the tunnel., Will tlie Corps undertake that
regponsibilivy, or tha city? In Idight of the past and present deplovable
conditon of the brook, we have little faith thar the ¢ity can assume oy
wants this responsibility. The twonel will uaot work effectively without
propar mainteﬁancegﬂ
- Respouse: The city of Leominster will be vesponsible for maintaining the
diversion tunnel. The Corps will duspect the system twice a year to ensure
that the tunnel ig properly maintained.
Comment: "7:01 - Construction of buildings on the flood plain is, in our

opinion, not desivable in view of the history of destructicn of buildings

during floods in New Ingland and elsewhere. Further, such construction may



)

be prohibited or restricted by the flood plain provisions of the Clev's
zoning Ovdinance, and/or the Federal Flood Hazard Protection Act of 1973,
now being implemented by HUD,"

Response: The Corps agrees.

Comment:  "9:00 - We strongly agree that public meetings to advise the
status of the project should be scheduled, and we heveby request notice of
any further meetings concerned with the Monoosnoe Brook project.”

et The Corps will inform the Regional Envirenmental Council, Inc.

of any future meetings on this project.

Comment: “feaeral Comments: 1. Since this is an environmental report,

we note the glaring ommission of the Teominster Conservation Commission from
your mailing list. We believe, for the mutual benefit of both bodies, that
the Corps and the Comrission should form a c¢lose working relationship. We
ate certain that the Commission wishes to keep informed on this important
proposal. We also request the following to be placed on your mailing list:

‘League of Women Voters (Leominster) Land-Use~Water Quality

Regional Pavivonmental Council

Mashua River Watevshed Association

Lemonistar Consgervation Comuission
2. We also unote that this project falls dinto the category of projects which
the Corps designs, engineers, proposes and then is requested  to grant a "404"
permit for its construction. This places the Corps in the position of judges,
prosecutor, defense attorney and jury. A rvather intevesting confiiect of
interests which emphasizes the need for the public and concerned envirommental
groups to know what is going on and why."
Response: These organizations will be added to the mailing list for the

Final BIS., The Corps conducts the same veview for its own programs vnder
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and regulations.

Section 404 as it does for other public and private agencies; furthermore,
the Corps is required to meet the provisions of Federal and State laws

h.

Nashua River Watexshed Association
Lomment 2

2,11 2-3 NBWA also understands that there
line mndar Bockwell Pond.

is a leak iu a sewer
The abundance of vegetation in the pond is
indicative of nutrients being added o the watex.
be correctad as soon as

possible.”

res ®
B8l

This discharge should
United States FPA and the St¢ate of Ma
i " 9=
tity for water quality.

584

Lomwent:

[

ctiusetts have regpounsi-~
Both agencies ave aware of the problem.
1,12 1% Ave no cleanour traps to be
adiment or debris

onstructed?

accidentally entering the tunvel be removed?”
Cleanout

How would

rrape would not be constructed becauss the tumnel is
large enough to allow for easy entry after it has been drained, if
Necessary. Largef‘debris cannot entar the tunnel because of collectors
the intake structure.

at




Comment: "1.13(e) 1-4 How will poliutants be kept out of this catch

hasin and pipe?"

Regponse: The amount of pollutants entering the watershed should be

slight since the area above Rockwell Pond is primarily an undeveloped water-
shed. And as such, the waters should remain in class "A" or "B",

Comment: "1.13(e) 1-4 The low avea, next to the Pyroten Covrporation
building, which is to be drained by a catch basin is currently cluttered
~with debris and plastic waste materials which are lying in a muky depression
of entrapped rain, snow-melt waters, and liquid waste. If the avea is to

be drained into Moncosnoc Brook, a firm agreement should be reached with

the Pyrotex Corporation so that the avea can be kept clean to allow for

the growth of vegetation and to ensure that drainage water from this area will

always be pollution free. The area should slso be re-seaded ag soon as
possbile to minimize wunoff and to encourage the return of birvds and mannals
to the area.”

Response: Filling and seading of the avea would preclude geneval deposition
of trash. Such deposition would have to be repgulated by the city of
Leominster.

Comnent: “1.14 1~4 There is no statement that the city will clean the
brook of trash and debris. As indicated in 2.21, Appendix A (Steve Poole
Memo), and NRWA observarions, this is an aesthetic and bydraulic problem.”
Response: It will be part of the formal local cooperation assurances that

the city maintain the existing channel to pass a discharge of 600 cfg during

the Standard Project Flood. This maintenance would include removal of trash
N
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and debris. These regulations ayve wonitored by the Corps during semi~

annual inspections.

2,04 2,25 25 If the exdisting channel iz to be cleaned and

wodified, EPA should make cartain that all discharges (principally trhose
of Paragon Plastics) which might be barmful to human or aquatic life are
discontinued befors any construction begins.”

Respouge The Corps does not have statutory avthority in this matter.

The discharges come wnder the Federal Waiter Pollution Control Act for
which EPA hias autbhority.

Cou "We are concerned, from an aesthetic point of view, that the

proposed modifications of the stream channel and the grading of the 3 acres

be maintained after the construction peried. The channel is presently an

eyezove, with all kinds of waste snd debris cluttering it. After it ig
improved, debris and pollution, both dndustrial and sanitary, should be

kept out of the brook.’

Response: The Corps would inspect those aspects of the project for which we
are vesponsible to ensure that evevything is working as designed. Pollution

and debris clearance arn other agencies vesponsibilities, and the Corps can
not assume authority in this matter.

Comment: "2.28 2-5 Our concern here ig that the outlet site not interfeve
with animal hahltai in the immediate area. Proper landscaping after con~

struction should be sufficient.”

Responge: The Corpw present plan would have the avea around the outlet

gtructure landscaped.
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Comment.:  "4.07 4-2 HRWA shaves the Corps of Hagineere concern for finding
an environmenially acceptable site for the dispesal of excavation materials
and believes that close supervision by the Cerps is necessary to ensure the’
finding of an acceptable site.”

Respouse: The Corps would oversee the disposal of the excavated rock; in
addition the State and/or local government would likely investigate disposal
operations since they have enacted laws to protect environmentally sensitive
areas.

Comment: "4.08 4-2 Not snough sclentific data has been gathered concerning

the possibility of retained water in the tummel becowing anoxic between
diversions. The possibility of releasing 360,000 cubic feet of anoxic
water dnto the brook from the outlet site would have serious consequences
on plants and ovganisms present in the channel.”

Responge: FPlease read the Covps vesponse to Massachusetts Department of
mvivonmental Affaire comment number 4 for our reply to this comment.
Comment: "4.12 4-3  The filling in of a portion of the pond may result in
uwnknown adverse effects to the pond such as current changes. Have any
studies been completed to determine how long it will take Eockwell Pond to
revert to its formey state after the fill is removed?”

hesponge: Please vead the Corps vesponse to the Regional Envirenmental
Council Inc., comment number & for the reply to this comment.

Comment: "4.17 4~3 ‘The statement that the tunnel project would not increase
the possibility of floeding at the Seavstown Plaza becauvse the floodwaters

of the Washua would be considerably higher than those of the Moncosnoc,
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causing more damage, is no golution to the problem of fSearsiown. It

meraly shifts the blame for Searstown flooding from the Monoosnoo to

the Nashua.”

Responge: The diversion tunnel is not meant to be a solution for flooding
at BSearstown Shopping Center, but a sclution for downtown Leominster,

And as stated on page 4~3, the possible increase in floodwater from
Monoosnoc Brook would be only one to two inches, but the North Nashua's
flonding would far over shadow this incraase.

Comment: "7.01 7-1 The long term goal of thé project is to protect down-
town Leomister from the thyeat of flood. 1t follows, then, that the de-
creased threat of flood will encouvage the development of the existing open
filood plaing. Moeh of this area is currently undeveloped. Tough flood
plain management must be adopted by the eity of Leominster to prevent en-
croachment by developers along the banks of the brook, if the tunnel project
is anthorized.”

if the local citigenry ave of this mind, then they should, through

Respor

their local city official, make sure that stringent -flood plain management
is adopted.

Comment: 9:00 9~1 A meeting should be held to inform all interested parties”
Response: The Corps will hold public meetings on this project as it pro-

gresgsess, and the Covps will endeavor to insure that these groups interested

in this project will be kept informed.

i
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i.  The Weilands Project

Comment: In Pigure 3, the geology appears not teo have been explorved
IRt l i ivobatibed C> & 1

thoroughly: we find the legend "assumed bedrock” which can only mean that

no one is completely certain of the undevlying rock strueciure. (If this

is true, how can accurate cost estimates for the boring of the pipeline

be wmade)?

Response: Two boring and seismlc investigations were counducted. The borings
were taken near the intake and the discharge structures. The seismic
invegtigations ware also near the discharge structure. It is not vausual

to conduct only a Iimited investigation - bedrock is very common in thisg

area and ouy ssmpling confirmed this point. Also, the assumed bedrock

designation only means that the Corps does not have complete information on
the area; however, there is sufficlent data for making fairly aécuratek
pradictions. Cost limitations for this study phase preclude were extensive
fouﬁdation explorations. If cousidered necessary for final design cost
estimating, further geological investigations will be made.

Comment: "The responsibility of cleaning and maintaining the pipe system
has not been taken by either the Corps or the city, yet the system cannot
function propevly without this maintenance.”

Response: The city will be responsible for maintaining the tunnel, and
periodic flushing should remove most debris that passes through the trash-
racks at the intake structure.

Comment: 'Testing for the anoxia of the waters does not answer fully questions
of the impact of the discharge water on the brook. The testing simply is

aot adequate,"”



Please vead the Corps response number & to the Commonwealth of

Massachuserte Bxecutive ffice of Havironmental Affairs on this matter.

The Cowps is not advocating any construction in the fleod plain ér wei
lands; the State and loacal authovities have jurisdiction over this matier.
As for the impact on vegetation and wildlife, there will be & transition to
an upland habitat, much like those species presently found In the hills
surrvoumding the city.

As stated in the fivet pavagraph, last sentence, on page 1-1 of the BIS,
the purpose of the project is to decrease flooding in downsirveam Leominster;
not at the shopping center. The information regquested can be found in the

Corps® Veasibility Report, which will be supplied to the local library.

5.

i. Leagus of Women Vot
J Leag i ,

Compent: "1.12-1.13 p. 1»3 Shouldn’t there be cleanout traps? How will
sediment or debyris accidentally entering the tunnel bhe removed? Whera is the
provision for dewateving the tunnel edither on a regular basis or on the

hasis of 1.0, content?”

Responge: Uleanout traps are nob necessary here since the turmel is large
enough to allow fov antry 1f the tununel has been pumped out. Please read
responge nuamber 2 to the North Nashua River Watershed Asscciation for further
ampiification on this matter.

Comment:  U1.13-1.14 pp. 1-3, 1-4 It is dnddcated in Sec. 2.21 that twash
and debris in the brook have causaed localized fleooding. Whose responsibility
?v‘?

will cleanup on the brook be? The City's? The Corps

The city will be required to clean up the brook if minimum

flood discharges ave impaired.
Comment: "2.11 p. Z-3 If theve is a leak in a sewer Line under Rockwell Yond,
it should be corrected as soon as possible. Correction of thisg problem should

limit netrients which might stimulate the growth of bactevia which might

congume D.0. in vetaived waters.” i




The proper State and Pedeval agencies have been advised of

this vproblem.

Gomment: "4.06 p. 4-6 Tt seems as if the Moncosnoc Brook tunnel outlet will

be within a couple of blocks of Leominster's Main Street and adjacent to
Whitney Street, another traffic artery. To what degree will intevruptions

in normal traffic flow by trucks and copstruction eguipment associated

with this project and noise and dust generated by this project dmpact passing
traffic: On windy days, to what extent will people avoeid shopping dn
jeominster because they don't want to {ight the vraffic? Drive through the
dust? IListen to the noise?”

Rosponse: Theve will be sowe impact on the downtown area from construction
activities; bowever, 1t is ilmpossible to predict the ewact impact., It
would take approwimately 8-10 years before any construction could begin.

Tn that time new voads and traffic patterns may emerge and new devices for
(=]

ontrolling dust and noise may be found, The Corps does, however, have

specifications for constvuction activities (a copy of these vules are being

gent to the League under sepavarte cover); also Corps inspectors will be at
the contruction site to ensure that regulations ave adheved to.

Comments "4.09-4.11 p. 4~2 A move compelte dissolved oxygen (D.0.) study
should be performsd ~ morve samples - a iongar time period of énalysiﬂo
Perhaps, one sample for each test would coatrel the problem of introduction

of oxvgen into the samples. How would the Corps redesign the experiment to
e 2 N &

limit the impact of the intvoduction of owxygen into the water samples during

testing: Please explain the corrvelation between the data points in TFig. 1
2




on . A-15 of the appendiz and the data points reported in Table Z on

p. A~l4, Using only the data points of Table I, please explain how the
conelusion that the D.0. of the tunnel should not drop below 6.6 mg/l

can be drawn. Can yvou couwter the conclugion of Region I of the U.S. TPA

that the data points are so scatteved that this “conclusion is not warranted?’
Responge: Please vead the Corps’ vesponse to the State of Massachusetts® fourth
comaent for our veply.

Comme "6.07 p. 6~1 Could the Corps give us the details as to how it was

derived that this tunnel is economicallv justified? To what extent do yom
estimate that Inflation and cost overvung will dncrease the estimated cost

of the project, $7,5380,000, quoted in your letter to the Bureau of Sport
Fighavies and Wildlife dn the appendix? How much would it cost o remove

silt and debris from Monoosnoc Brook?  If part of the $7,580,000 were iuvested
in this chaonel dwprovement and the remainder of the funds were iInvested in
flood protection ivsurance, what would be the level of monetary proteciion

for Leowinster that such a policy would provide? Who will pay the non-federal
cost of each of the following dtems: land acgquisition, damages, and sewer

and wtility relocations? What types of expenses might be dncurred in the
damage category? Who will double-check to make certain that thé tunnel is
being maintained properly? What courses of action would be available to
require improved tunnel maintenance shouldit be found to be insufficient?
Response: The determination of derived benefits for any flood control

project is a funciion of the amount of damages sustained, frequency of
flooding and degree of fleooding (i.e. depth of water). Basically, damage-

frequency relationship determines annual benefits for the proposed project.




For the Moncosncc Breok praject, the tunnel bypass, in combination
with the existing chaunel capacity, would be designed to safely convey a
Standard Project Flood (SPF) discharge of 4000 cubic feet per second from
Rockwell Pond. Although an exact frequency is not assigned to the SPE, it
represents tha flood discharge that may be expected from the most severs
combingtion of conditions that are characteristic of the region.

The diffevence between estimated annual losses without the project and
residual annual losses to be anticipated with the proposed project in
operation 1is taken as the tangible flood damage prevention henefit. Such
benefits amount to $526,700, Tn addition, $76,000 is taken as an avea
redevelepuent benefiﬁﬁ siving a total annual benefit for a 12 -foot diameter
bypass tunnel of $602,700.

Fatimated total fivst costs for the proposed project amount to $7,640,000,
amortized over a 100-year pervicd of analysis at an interest vate of 6-5/8%,
resulting in an estimated annual cost of $508,600. (This includes approxi-
mately $1,700 for annual operation and waintenance). Comparing annual costs
of $508,600 and annuval benefits of $602,700 gives a benefit to cost ratio
of 1.2 to 1.0.

(ost overruns and the changes in rates of inflation cannot be accurately
estimated. Therefore, both costs and benefits are taken as a function of
current‘price levels and worth of property. Tt is estimated that as in-
flation increases costs, property values will also rise. Consequently,
ten yvears from now the B/C vatio should wot chanpge appreciably.

The cost to remove gsilt and debris would depend on the amount of matevial

to be excavated., In urban areas the Corps i required to justify a high

3
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ee of protection (8PF) as a lesser project would provide a false

sense of secupdty for local werchants and citizens. A simple channal-
clearing might prevent losses up to the 10 year storm but would not be
effective for the larger flood. It dis estimated that a 40 to &0-foot wide
channel would pass the SPY through Leominster. Although construction costs

would be about $4,000,000 for the channelization project, the cost for lands

and damages, as well as disyvuption to the community, would be excessive.

Several buildings located adjacent to the brook would have to be removed

to obtain sufficient width.

Under current Corps authorities wa ave unable to subsidize flood in-
surance for local property owners. Although this nonstructural plan would
$hift‘the burden of cost fyom the individual to the Tedsral government, it
would not alleviate the hardship and suffering that would accompany recurring
flood conditiwﬁs,Annual costs for flood protection cowld exceed that of
the proposed structural solution,

“The city of Leominster would be responsible for any maintenance requived.

The Corps performs seml-annual inspections to be sure local cooperation
agreenments are beling fulfilled. Legal actions can be taken if the city
does uot perform acceptable maintenance.
Comment: "7.01 p. 71 A mentioned advantage of the tunnel would be to en-
courage construction along the brook and in flood prone areas. This would
spem to be self-defeating. Wetlands areas act a a natural sponge. Placiag
buildings and pavement on them can veduce their absorptive capacity and

thereby idncrease runoff. Thus, construction in a wetlands area could increase
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For the Momoosncec Brook project, the tunnel bypass, in combination
with the existing chaunel capacity, would be designed to safely convey a

Standard Project Filood (5PT) discharge of 4000 cubic feet per second from

Rockwell Poud. Although an exact frequency is not assigned to the SPF, it
represents the flcod discharge that may be expected from the most severe
combination of conditions that are characteristic of the region.

The difference between estimated annual losses without the project and
residual annual logses to be anticipated with the proposed project in
operation d1s taken as the tangible flood damage prevention benefit. BSuch

benefits amount to $526,700. Tn addition, $76,000 is taken as an area

redevelopuent benefit, giving a total annuval benefit for a 12 foot diameter
bypass tunnel of $602,700.

Vetimated total fivst costs for the proposed project amount Lo $7,640,000,
amortized over a 100-year period of analysis at an intevest vate of 6-5/8%,
resulting in an estimated annual eost of $508,600. (This ineludes approxi-
mately 81,700 for annual operation and waintenance). Comparing annual costs
of $508,600 and annual benefits of $602,700 gives a benefit to cost ratio
of 1.2 to 1.0,

Cost overruns and the mhénges in rates of inflation cannot be accurately
estimated. Therefore, both costs and benefits are taken an a funciion of
current'price levels and worth of property. It is estimated that as in-
flation increases costs, property values will also vise. (onsequently,
ten years from now the B/C vatic should not chanpge appreciably.

The cost to remove silt and debris would depend on the amount of material

to be excavated. In urban areas the Corps is reguived to justify a high
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gense of secuwrdty for local merchants and citizens. A simple channel

clearing might prevent logses up to the 10 year storm but would not be
effective for the larger flood., It is estimated that a 40 to &0-foot wide
channal would pass the SPF thvough leominster. Although consiruction costs
would be about $4,000,000 for the chammelization project, the cost for lands
and damages, as well as disvuption to the community, would be excesgsive.
Several bulldings located adjacent to the brook would have to be removed

to obtain sufficient width,

Under curcveant Corps authorities we are unable te subgidize fleood in-
surance for local property owners. Although this nonstructural plan would
shift the buvrden of cost fvom the individual to the Federal goverament, it
would not alleviate the hardsbip and suffering that would accompany recurring
flood conditions. Annual costs for flood protection could exceed that of
the proposed structural solution.

The city of Leominster would be responsible for any maintenance requived.
The Corps pevforms semi-annual inspections to be sure local cooperation
agreements are being fulfilled. Legal actions can be taken if the city
does not perform acceptable maintenance.

Comment: ''7.01 p. 7-1 A mentioned advantage of the tumnel would be to en-
courage constrvuction along the broek and in flood prome aveas. This would
seem to he self-defeating. Wetlands areas act a a undtuval sponge. Placing

buildings and pavement on them can reduce theily abscorptive capacity and

thereby increase vunoff. Thus, construction in a wetlands area could increase
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the flooding which rhe Corps says it would like to contrel. How does this

Corps objective fit in with Massachusett's Inland Wetlands Reetviction Act

(Chapﬁef 131, Section 40A} and Leominster's floodplain zoning?"

Response: The Cowrps does not advocate pew construction along the brook;
this can only be accomplished with State and local auwthority. As long

as these two prohibic construction, it will not occur.

§g§@g§§§ "9:00 p. 9-1 We ave pleased that you plan further meetings on
this flood protection project. We feel that the scheduling of public
meetings to let residents and town officials koow how plans for the tunnel
are progressing is ilmportant, and we request notice of each meeting, as
scheduled, on the Monoosnoc DBrook project. When will the next public
meeting be scheduled?”

Respouse: The League, as well as other concerned organizations and pesple,
will be informed through "Public Notices" of any future meetings. DBuf as
vet no specific dates have been acheduled. Your request for final EIS will

be honored.

. Mavilyn G, Clark

"In Sec. 9.00 on p. 91 the Corps nentioned that further meetings

will be scheduled on this project. Because this project directly affects
rhe residents of lLeominster, I feel that public meetings or hearings should
be schaduled as work progresses in the formulation of the finmal EIS.

Tt would also be helpful to schedule a heasrving on this drafv EIS to give
Tesidents an opportunity to become better informed about this project and
to give residents another avenue of input into the planning process for

s

-hiis floed protection project
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Response: In Januwary 1876, the Corps held a public meeting on this proposed
project, and presently do not plan to bold another public meeting before

the final EIS is issued, However, we would be willing to meet with concerned
citizens ou thig matter.

Comment: "In a Dec. 21, 1976 letter to your office, VField Supcrvisor Melvin

R. Evans of the New Bugland Fileld Office {(NEFO) of ihﬁ Burszau of Sport

v‘\\

Fisheries and Wildlife commented on the Corps Dissolved Oznygen Study. He
stated that "the assumption that water stored in the tuonel will have a low
biological oxygen demand (BOD} may wot always occur. It is possible that
organic watter, sewage, oy other polliutants could enter the tunnel at the
end of the high water event, thus adding to the BOD observed duriang the
test, and lowering the DO level below minimum ztandards.®

Mihat 48 vour response to this statement? When you redesign this ex-

t, as appears Lo be necessary considering the scattering of the data

points listed on Tabhle 2 on p. A-14 of the appendix, should tests for D.O.
alse be rvun on samples containing organic matter and on samples containing
other sources of pollution as well as on samples from the vicinity of the
site of rhe planned inlet for the Lunnel? Why? Would vou please ezplain the
lack of ocorrelation between the data points in Table 2 and data points in
Fig. 1 on p. A~i5 of the appendixi®

Why was the Dec., 21, 1976 letter from the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and
Wildlife not included in the draft envirconmental impact statement?
Response: The letter from the U.S5. Ish and Wildlife Service was inadvertently
left out of the Drait BIS; it will be dincluded in the #final. As di8 stated

2

in this letter, some of the assumptions uséd may nnt always be corredt,




However, the last paragraph states that the outlet structure should be

designed to allow asration of the water as it ds flushed out. The Corps

would place blocks in the outlet structure to break up the water's surface,
and allow for aeration.

There will be more D.0. studles undertaken in the future, hut the Covps
still helieves our test resulis are fairly consistent to a theoretical analysis.
Pleass vead the Corps response number 4 to the Commenwealth of Massachuseits
Executive Office of Invivonmental Affairs on this matter.

Comment: "In the appendix to the dvafit RIS, the letter to the NEFO of the
Buarean of Sport Fishevies and Wildlife dated Jan. 13, 1977 states that

"preliminary assurances of local cooperation were obtained from the city of

Leominster on 1 April 1976.' 1 hereby request g copy of these assurances.
Please also indicate to me the scope of these assurances and also the in-
dividuals with Leominster city government who offered their coopevation in
this matter.”

Response: This information will be supplied. Preliminary assurainces were
given by Mayor Mclaughlin and the City Council by 8-1 vots.

Comment: "In the just mentioned lettew, it 1s alsg estimated that there will
be a non-federal cost of $600,000 for lands, damages, and utility relocations,
flgewhere in the draft FIS it is mentioned that some sewar lines will need

to be reiocatedu What is the estimated cost of ecach of these categories?

Who will be responsible for paying for each of these categories?”

Respongse: The estimated cosi for land acquisition is $370,000 and for utility
relocation 5150,000. The City and/or State will be responsgible for paying

these costs.



nt: “Wonld the Corps please place a copy of the Values Study for this

1i

.

project at the Leominster Public Library for 1 month so that citizens may

A

review vour cost-benefit analysis! Would you please let me know the dates

for such a placement.”

The Study will be supplied to the librarvy.

Comment: "To what exitent would blasting be a part of the tumneling opervation?

if there were damages to foundations, pipes, utility lines and telephone lines

caused by the tunpeling operation, who would be responsible for paying for
the damages?™

E&ﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ It has yet to be determined if blasting will be used to construct
the tunmel. But any dJdamages that might occur would be assumed by the con-
struction company doing the operation, as they ave bonded for such damages.
Howewver, damages that are nant the fault of the Govermment ov the Cohvzactor
wonuld be assumed by the ci'tyo

Mipgosumed bedrocek” is mentioned in Tigure 3. To what extent has

Cony

this bedrock layer been investigated? How precisely can cost estimates be

made before g thovough examination of the presumed badrock layer is made?"

Please vead the Corps' response number 3 to the Regional Environ-

mental Council, Inec., on this matter.

Comm 1g§ "I look forward to a speedy reply to my questions and comments.
Please send me a copy of the final FIS for this project as soon as it it
published.”

Responge: ALl those who have commented. on the Draft FIS will receive a copy

of the #Final.

D43
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CEVELYN F. MURPHY .
BECREVARY

April 15, 1977

< & N - B s P el [ - 3 ’g(
‘Hr, Joseph L. Ignazio . , , :
Chief, P]annluw D1v1d10ﬂ . . ' ot { o /‘
o S

424 }rapolu Ruad : S S S \ :
Waltham . T S ' f
Mass, 02154

Dear Mr., Ignazio: : v o - .

Thank vou for sending this office a copy of the Draft Envirommental Statement for
the Leominster Local Protection Project. The following comments refer to that
Teport.

-
B

: ;
3w On p.2-~4, the present channel capacity of the brook is given as 800cfs. There
is no indication of what the channel capacity was at the time of the 1936 flood.

Hore ta the point, there is no indication as to whether the 800cfs capacity refers
to _}a channel in its present debris-choked state, or ifn its proposed cleanad-out
state, I1f the 800cfs vefers to the former condition, how would a bro sk cleaning

affect the channel capaclioy?

!

2. It is stated on p.4~1 that up to 75% of the labor force emploved on the project
might be drawn from the local area. Given that most of the project will involve
shaft and tunnel construction vequiring vrelatively specialized skills, is this a
reasonable figure? '

‘3. The EIS should describe inm more detail the plans for construction debris dis~
posal {p.4-2). It should discuss how and where both cleared debris and excavated
rock will be disposed of in an envirommentally sensicive mauner.

‘

{ .
"4, The discussion of the DO characteristics of water trapped in the tunnel batween
diversions {p.4~2) is cuvsory and very unsatisfactory. Aside from its apparaent
experimental errvors, the approach described in the appendix is oversimplified and
does not consider such conditions as the high BOD and COD of urban runoff; the
oxygen demand of decaying organic matter, such as leaves, which way be left in the
tunnel between storms; and a series of storms lavge eucugh to produce flow into the
tunnel, but not large enough to flosh out the tunnel completely. Many towns in
fassachusetts have experienced pollution problems from unmaintained catch basins,
and the proposed tunuel vepresents the same problem magnified enormously. Much
nore thought and study shouid be given to the biological and chemical iwpacts of
th@,tunUbl on downstreanm waters : ,
N ) \ . °
5. ﬂgis office is expecting to review a plan for the proposed expansion of the
Seasstown shopping center in the near future; this plan includes the relocation

3
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8 di?ing of the lower end of Monocosnoc Brook. Would this activicy, in con-
petrion with the Corps’® proposed project, lead to more sericus downstreanm

@@din problema thau described on p.4-3?

s

“oafety factors” are listed as a long~term impact on p.5~2, What kinds of
fety precautions will be taken tﬁ prevent injuries related to the intake and

grharge structures? . S
{

: » i i
decording ko the Fehruavy 1977 Kashua River Watershed Assoclation newsletter, .
‘leye are firm plans for a city mini-park along Moncosnoc Brook. Any impacts the

B oposed project would have on th.ar site should be described in the EIS, .
\ i
Fhe benefit/cost ratio of this project should be stated and explained in the
S ' : 3

»

Filnally, a minor pomﬂf. Ca“bﬁn monoxide is not the same as TSP {(votal suspended
wiieulates) as implied on p.2-3.

1 ot

4

Yours &rulyﬁ

‘ . ’ . 4 ) o »"’ (-w»; ‘«
e . ’ . :’ ) ) . e ‘_ . g” 3 “ »v ;} .\x\\ - ~
& s% . A - hi‘if”}ﬁhy @

- 5 3 . Eveivm F
: - ' © 7 Becretary

MILE




”'w«w)

ALY UL

e

o

april 4, 1977

Mr, Joseph L. Ignazio
“hief, Planning Divigion
pepartment of the Awmy
424 Trapelo Road
waltham, MA 02154

Bes Monoosnoce Brook
Leoninster, MA

pEar My, Ignazios

e,/%e/ Commonuealth @5 e
{’%f e Jé@y@mm 2

c;/%zjz.}ﬁd’ Haesolls Jfﬁ/?wmf @&)@/Wﬂﬂ%
o~ 2
Soew sy of He  EIY Wk vplon oot

( o
Drm e 7 are 27, 74

'&’g rddeees W/e%/

uégmfw, %.ﬂ(g&éﬁjﬂﬁé G708

1672/ 207-8070

The Magsachusetis Higstorical Commission has veviewed the Draft rnviroenmental

sratement for the above project.

We agree that the project may proceed, provxdvnq that further avcheological
investigations ara carried out if the proiject ig authorized as stated on

page 2~5, 8. 2.30 of the Draft Statement,

sinoerely yours

-

{'/“ J g ’
'f {/j’// T [&f?f {/{ //() Vi f’f»{““}-")

Ellgabeth Reed Amadon

wecutive Divector

Massachusebts Historical Commission
arate Historic Preservation officer

J&A Wﬂ%ﬁ?ﬁ/ ity
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Marech 31, 1977

Mr, Joseph L. Ignazieo

Chief, Planning Division

., 5. Department of the Army

New Bngland Division

Corvps of Engineers

424 Trapelo Road .
Waltham, A 02154 :

o

Daay My, Ignazios

We bave reviewed the Draft Envivonmental Topact Statement {(BIS) -
for Monoosnoc Brook Local Protection project in Leominster, L
Massachusetts and have the following comments to offer for

yvour consideration in preparing the Final BIS. :

i

As in all proijects which use inverted svphong, there is a
possibility that water stored in the syvphon can become anoxic.
This could result in objectionable anaerobic gas formation
and eventual discharge of oxyoen poor water to the receiving
stream. This possibility was recognized in the Draft EIS,
Comments of this same nature were made with regard to the
Pawtuxet River and Furnace Brook Fleod Control projects.

it is agreed that, due to the relatively high quality of
Rockwell Pond water, organic matervial is probably not present .
in high enocugh concentrations to cause sufficient oxygen

depletion so as to result in an anoxie condition. {However,

in view of the erratic test results presented in the drafi,

it is felt that the BEIS's conclusion that "the dissclved

oxvgen content in the tunnel's water should not drop below

6.6 mg/1l" is not warranted. As with the other inverted

syphon projects we recommaend that sowme method of tunnel

dewatering be provided for and that the tunnel either be

dewatered regularly or the water be monitored for D.0. and
dewatered as necessary. . o

Based on EPA's national rating system for BIS's, we have .
classified this draft as ER-1, a copy of which is enclosed.

s
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Thank vou for the opportunity to review the Draft EIS and
we look forward to recelving a copy of the Final when it
pecomes available.

gincerely, \\
' ) e B
Y

M)Mﬁaw 7 Shedee |

P Wallace £, Stickney, P.B., Livector
pnvironmental Policy Coordination Office

enclosure ;
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P . EXPLANATION OF EPA RATING
:;/)’ - : .
e .
Envivonmental Impact of the Action ' ' i

LG «~ Lack of Objections

EPA has no objections to the proposed action as described in the draft environ-
menbal fapact statement; or suggasts only minopr changes in the proposed action.

'ER =~ Envivonmental Res ervations

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental effects of certain aspects of
the proposed action, EPA believes that further study of suggested alternatives
or modifications is required and has asked the originating federal agency to
reassess these aspacts.

FU == Environmentally Unsatisfactory

the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its poten-

EPA believes that
tially havwful effect on the envivomment. Furthermove, the fgency believes that
~the potentia af guards which might be utilized may not adequately protect the %J‘

1
envivennent fro
alternatives Lﬁ il
action at alll,

i
e
1 harerds arising from il?ﬁ aﬁti“au The Agency FGLU.FG&4\ that
he action be analyzed further {(including the possibiiity of no

Adequacy of the Impact Jtdtfﬂ“ﬂt
Category 1 -~ Adecuate

The draft environmental impact‘gtatement sets forth the environmental impact of
the proposed project ar action as well as alternatives rveasonably available to
the project or action, :

LCategory 2 -~ Insufficient Information

EPA believes that the drafi envirommental impact statement does not contain

sufficient information to assess fully, the envivonmental impact of the proposed.

project oy action. ltowever, from the 1aformaﬁion submitted, the Agency is able

to make a preliminary determination of the impact on the epvironment. EPA has

r@ﬂuested that the oviginator provide tihe information that was not 3m€?d<@d in
the ﬂr‘f; environnental impact statement.

Category 3 -- Inadequate . &

EPA believes that the draft environmental ifmpact statement does not adequately
assess the environmental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the 38
statoment inadecnately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The Agency
has veanscted mo  information and apalysis concerning the p@twntiai suV§ronnvnva1

O R R




LRITED STATES DEL . GTMBNT OF COMMMERCE
The Assistant Seorstary for Bolanes snd Teshrolagy
Waghingion, {Z!‘C.. 208340

1

April 18,

Mr. Joeseph L, Ignazio

Wew England Division, Corps of Engincers
Depayvtmwent of the Army

424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Massachusetts 02154

Deay Mr. Ignasio:

The draft environmental impact statement for "Leominster Local
Protvection Project, Mﬁﬂcwano Brook, Leominsteyr, Massachusettg"
which accompanied youy lebter of February 22, 1977, has been
received by the Do parrmvni of Commerce fovr review and comment,
The statement has been reviewed and the following comments are
affered for yvour comsidervation,

»

o There 1s lictle discussion of coste, compared with benefits,
- of the proposed project, Although there is veiferance in

Sactiong 4,03, 4.04, and 4.05 to a 1974 study which determined
the costs of flood damage, the only discussion of costs of
tunnel construction occurs in Sectiong 6.06 and 6.07: these
Sections, however, are quite vague and give no gpeaifiﬂ
indications of comparabive costs of alternative solutions.
Tn Section .07, it ig stated without u%flr7edihﬁﬁ rhat the
proposed tunmel "is a sound @ngimeering solution, and
geonomically justified.” We recommend a more detailed develop-
ment of costs and benefits.

a

o The fi’mi prevention program is based on three recovded floods
{1636, L€ 5 and 1955)“ There is insufficient analysis of anpual
vainfall patterns and of the expected magnltude of future major
floods.,

@
a2

s It is stated in Section 7 (1 that "The lack of flooding will
encourage construct a and improvements along the brm@k and »
in flood prone areas.” But, this scemns to be in conflict with
the statement in Section ﬁaléy concerning the Searstown Shopping
hant built on an existing flood piaing that "the tupnel
mig ha anvoaoe the fleooding at Searstown Shopping Center,
Since the shopping centey is situated on the fleod plain
between the Novrth Nashua River and the Monoosnoc Brook, there

o
i

i

39
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aeemad to ba some justification for this concern.” Section

éal?g which apparwntjv is intended to answer the guestion
gthat had been vaised in 4.16, is inadequate for that purpose,
and should be considerably expanded.

o It is ackoowledged in Section 4.11, concerning the fate of
water Lrapped in the tunnel for long periocds of time, and
the possibillity that oxygen levels mlght become wnacceptably
low, that “the tests were only conducted for a short period

nd there may be some doubt as to the yeliability of the reading

in the latey part of the experiment....” In some years, the

water could remain in the tunnel for many months. The
consequences of this possibility should be explored further.

Thank vou for giving us an appwrtunjty to provide these comments,
which we hope will be of asslstance to you. We would appreciate
recelving eighl copies of the f£inal staltement.

sincerely,
a
00 Ulallon.
iﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂg ju&Tl j «

Peputy Assistant Secvetary
for PHViimnmandi Affaivs

40




United States @Pp’iﬁ‘muli’ of the Interior

GROLOGICAL SURVEY
BESTON, VIRGINIA 22092

OFFICE OF [8F DIREGLOR

In Reply Refer To: BpR 12 WY
EGS-FR-777203
Mail Stop 760

Hr. Joseph L, Tgnazio
Chief, Planning Divisien
Hew Fnoland Division
Corps of Engineays
Departwment of the Army
ﬁ?ﬂ Trapsio Road

Walthan, Massachusetts 02154

Bear Mr. Ignazin:
HWe have reviewed the draft envivonmental statement for the Leominsier

pvaieri on Monoosnoc Brook, Worcester Counby, M1¢%dchuseif5,as regues ted
i your letter of Tebruary 22 to the Department of the Interior.

It would be useful iF the statement would show the location of the wells
usad to supply the ¢ity in velation to Lhe aligament of the tunnel. The
aquifer{s) tapped by the we ii should be indicated, especially if they
penstrate %edruaku It the wells are in the vicﬁnity of the tunnel site,
evaiuvation of the pot put7a1 for seepage from the tunnel, and/or perhans
the degres of treatment of the ground water would be appropriate.

Thank you for the oppurtunity to comment on the dralt statement.

Sincere?y J@ur%s

‘5‘“"%
7

I M :
/:/i “
tor

ggii@ﬁ Direc

%‘ CONSERVE
,’cj AMERUCAS
3 ENERGY

.ff : 43

| Save Energy and You Serve Americal
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF MINES | :

4800 FORBES AVENUE
PTPTSBURCH, PENMNSYLVANIA 15313
ER 777203 . | ' Harch 15, 1977
° ' } fa
w ‘&
o o ,
Bistrict Engincer o }. - ‘ ’
. New England Division, Corps of Engineers S .-
424 Trapelo Road ~ o S
Waltham, Massachusetts 02154
Deay 3ir: - - 3%
Ra: Review of Drafi Envivonmential Statement for

8%
Leominster La m] Protection Project, Monoosnoo
Brook, Worcester County, Massachusetts

The propo psed action is the construction of a tunnel 3,200 feetb ?ong

and 12 Teetl in diameter Lo by-pass flood waters around 70 acres of

downtown Leominster. The Monoosnoe Brook ahanﬁ@s W*uid alsn be some-
~ what wodified.

Construction of a tunnel of the dimensions proposed would produce
about 20,000 cubic yards of excavated materiat taking into account

- the swell factor. About 10 percent of this material could be used
for grading the Monoosnoc Csweam channel as part of the overall .

protection preject. Plans Tor disposal of the rest of the waterial
§s left up to the contractor {p. 4-2}.

Inadequate consideration s given to the disposal of this quantity
of material and how it might effect Tocal crushed stone producers.
The proposed action will have no impact on other mineral resources.

~ ‘ Sincerely yours, . -

ety (Vs

7w (Lot
@w P@ber% 1. Thomson, Chief
j Eastern Field Operations Center
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Regional Environmental Council, Inc.

HOX 55, WORCESTER, MASSACHUSETTS 01613 |
April 22, 1977

Colopel John Pe. Chandler

Division Engineer |
1.5, Army Corps of Cbgineers

Mow England Division

424 Tropeolo Road _
walthan, Massachusetis 052154 ' (

Refeprence: Leominster Local Protection Project
Monoosnoe Brook, Lecminster Massachusettis
Draft Environmental Statement-February 1977

Doar Colonel Chandler, Yy

The Regional Enviconmenbol Council,inc. ( REQ)\
is 4 nof=profit oitizens group aonesrpsd with our note
iral environmept in the central Massachusetts arecd, and
impacts upen that environment, ,

=

in refernce to tho above proposed project, we
offer the fTollowing comments and questiops:

1:13- No mentlon made of how debris, h@)i %ants gelie
will be praestricted from entering the pipe system, and
’i

who will be responsible for its maintenancs

4,
'":3

<

131d= Two city sewsy lines must be relocated as part

ot the overall projecte. The line under the Whitneg St.
bridge presents problems: Where is i1 to be relocateds
under the brook?, and will a coffer d0m¢ be necessapy?
and will mecsures be taken to prevent eresion and & ifh o
ation ? . Also, approvals will be required from ithe Dive
Woter Poliution Control and the Leominster Conservation
Commission, as well as the Corps.Con we assume o sultable
site for relocation is available?

2307-  Geology is gcnp?uilgé,dvszbed as bedrock covered
by sand, Figure 3 shows ®assumed bedrock® which to us
indicated somewhat limited core or bore testps ware taken
to locate this rocke To undertake such a large elaborate
project bused on assumptions seems somewhiit curious, No
data on core samples, locations, etce were noted in the
Statement,

2810/11- Woters cbove Pond ars Class A, belew Class B,
indlcating nutrients are sntering the water, o0s noted.
Wa believe 1he leak in the swwepr Line should be repuaired
at once, and certainly before this project is undeptaken,

23124/2%~ The Corps should insist that the illegul dise
Charqes into the brook be stopped prior teo the start of
the project, We believe alse that the entire channel of
the brook should be cleansd to remove the cbstocles
and debris, and the Corps should reccive Tiim commitments
that the channel will be kept clean, Al illegal digse
charges should be stopped by ERA, 43

<




legional Envi al C neil, Inc

Regional Environm ental Council, InC.
BO”CUJ\NK{QE) ER, MASSACHUSETTS 1613

Mopoosnon Drook-boominster

W Army Corps of Engineers

Dy fi Enveionemnial Statement

we wlso noted that Photo 318 locotion is not ddentified

on sheet entitled " Photo Locations®,

A= A10Be» Concerning the impact of dust, Wj%elieve
the (d}p* has undorrated the irritotions of dusi, and
the effects of wind-blown dust , especially on those
with pespiratory prc*@@md@ It the dust should blow to=
wards the center of Leominster—alrecdy a severely ime
pacted shopping aregs the dust would seprfiously impeds
and impuct what is left of downtowm shopping.

Concerning the construction of the tunnel,

we ansumne thab the method will be boring, not blosting,
@%thﬁught that is wi alearly explained. The site chosen
for ths osal of the rock is of orucial importance,
We osaime the Coprps und other agendies will corefully
select @ site with no pﬁtentiml for poliution of the
aren, and will supervise the disposal carefullys

L~ We huve serious doubts about the adequacy,
«:iiity and extaent of the tests concerning ihe
anoxia of tha waters in the tunnel apd their discharge
into the brook, We believe nmuch morgtesting is neccesary
to ensure that waters discharged into the brook will
not impact Wlldiifﬁ in and around the broock, In other
iocations, we huve secen the unfortunate resulis of dige
charges of anoxic wcier into natural streuams.

4312« The filling ©f a zection of Rockwsll pund ¢ sosld
hove serious impants  on plunts and organisms whiéch may
or moy not return after the 111 ds removed, Also, you
do not mention Mﬂi%ibiu changes in cuer@niUB nor is mens
tion made of the time pariocd this disruption would toke
ploce, o Yucior with sericus impli

liculionsa

A3i7= We note thalt the flooding of the shopping center

would not be relioved by this project since ths Nashua
waters will be higher oand will gause greater damige.

6307~ Noue mention is made of who will be responsible

Tor the sontinued mointenunecs of the tumnhlg Will the
Corps undertake that responsibility, or the City?? In
ldight of the past and present deplorablee condition of
the brook, we have little faith that the City @mwﬂﬁﬁume
wants this pesponsibiliys The tunnel will not work efe
f@ctzv@@y without praoper malntenonca.

ij}m Construction of buildingson the flouvd plain is,
in our opinion, nol desipuble in view of the history of
destruction of bulldings during fléeds in New England

and elsevhere. Further, such construction may bLe pro-

hibited o res tsj@ft@d by ihe tiood plain prowisions

of the Clty's Zoning Ordhonce, ﬁﬁdfﬂa the fedsgal Flood 44
Hazapd Pﬁwwrt;uw Aot of 1073, vow heling doplemented by HUD,
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Regional Environmental Council, Inc,

BOX 255, WORCESTER, MASSACHUSETTS 01613

Monoosnoc Brook-beominster
Wobhe Army Corps of Enginesrs
Dratt Enveionmental Statment

Any such construction, if permitted; would have to be
#lood proof buildingd not locoted in the floodway os
mapped by HUD, and carry insurance , aill foacters which
miuht sericusly discourage development of the flood
plﬂiﬂe

D300~ Wo strongly aggee that public mectings to advise
Tho status of the projot should be scheduled, and we
horoby request notice of dny fTupther meetings concernsd
with the onoosnoc Brook project,

Genopral Commentss

1e Since this is an enwvironmental report, we note the
glaring ommission of the Leominster Conservation Come
mission from your mailing list. We believe ; for the
mutual bentfeit of both bodied, thot the Corps and the
Comaiscsion should form a close working relationshipe.
We cre cortdain that the Commission wishes to keep ine
forped on this important proposal,

We also requost the Tollvwing to be placed on your maile
ing list: , Qﬂwzz“

League af Women Voters/Land-Uses\later wuloity
Regional Envrionmental Council

Mashua River Watershed Assoclation

Leominster Conservation Commission

2, We also note that this project falls into the cate

ggory of projects which tthe Corps designs, engineers,
proposes and then is requested to grant a “404" permit

fop its construction, This places the Corps in the pose
ition of judges, prosecutor, defense attp@ney and jurye

& rather intersssting econflict of interests which emphoasizes
the need for the public and concerned environmental groups
to know what is going on and whye

Thank you for this opportunity to commght .
C;Mﬂ /I
Yours vaery trulyy

Nlihone Tk

N &@wréﬁce Freed

Chalrman,
Water Guality Committes

¢s E, Silver

Laoim. Cong, Comm, T4k
bao, LWV
NS A

EPA«tagion I
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NASHUA RIVER WAT ISHED ASSOCIATION, GROTON, MABSACHUSET S 01450 ... TEL. (B17) 448-5851

REVIEW OF

ot DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT
LEOMINSTER LOCAIL PROTECTION PROJECY

~ MONOOSNOC BROOK
LEOMINSTER, MASSACHUSETTS b
February 1977 |

The following comments refer to the appropriate sechtions and
page numbers in the text;

2.11 2-3 NRWA also nnderstands that there is a leak in a sewer |
line under Rockwell Pond. The abundance of vegetation in the

pond is indicative of nutrients being added to the water. This
discharge should be corrected as soon ag pessible.

1.12 -3 Are uo cleanout traps to be constructed? How would
sediment or debiis accidentally entering the tunnel be removed?

1,13 {e) 1-4 How will pollutants be kept out of thls catch /
hasin and pipe?

1.13 (&) 1= The low area, nexti to the Pyrorex Corporation
bailding, which iz to be drained by a catch hagin is currently

cluttered with debris and plastic waste materials which arve

lving ivn a murky depresgsion of culxapp@d rain, snow-nmelt waters, \
and liquid waste. 1f the avea is to be draiped into Monoosnoe Brook,

a firm agreement sphould be reached with the Pyrolex Corporation

80 that the area can be kept cleau to allow F@r the growth of

vegetation and to ensure that drainage water frowm this area will <
always be peliution free. The avea should also be ve-seaded as

snon as possible ©o mininmize runoff and to encourage the return of

bivds and mammals io the area.

.14 1-4 There i3 no statement that the City will clean the
brook of trash and debris. as indicated in 2.21, Appendin A
{Steve Pouole Memo), and NRWA ohservations, this is an aesthetic
and hydraulic problem.

24 2,25 2-5 1f the existing channel is to be cleaned and
m0dlt1“d, . P. A, should make cervhain that all dlmChdlguﬁ
(principally those of Paragon Plastics) which might be barmful

?0 human or aguatic life are discontinued before any construction
eging.,

We are concerned, from an aesthetic point of view, that the
broposed modifications of the streawm channel and the grading of
%?? 3 acres be maintained after the construction period. The
Thannel g presently an eyesore, with all kinds of waste and

whyig o oy - . . . . P o . .
;ti:l‘ clulteriug it Aftey ib is iwproved, debiris and pollution,
AR lndubtziql and sanitary, should bhe kept out of the brook.

46
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MASHUA RIVER WATER

2,28 2-9 our concern here is that the outlet site not inter-
fere with animal hahitat in the immediatgaagea. Propey land-
scaping after construction should be sufficient.

4.07 4~2 NRWA shaves the Corps of Engineers concern for finding
an environmentally acceptable site for the disposal of exa%v&tlon
materials and believe that closge supervision by the Corps 1is
neccessary to ensure the finding of an acceptahblio site.

4.08 4-2 Not enough scientific data has been gatzergﬁ cencerning
the possibility of retained watex in the tunn@% be?omlng BNOELC
hetwean diversions. The possibility of releasing 160,000 CUblC?
Faal of anoxic water into the brock from the cutlet S%t& would have
serious consequenceas on plants and @rganismsAprQSent nggﬂﬁlﬂhannela

e - - PO [ORURU

Due to possible adverse impacts from the release of anoxio
water into the brook, further contrvolled studies with a larger
sampling technique should e undertaken immediately. In this
manner we cau be sure of the anticipated values for dissolved 0,
consumption of watevs vetained over long periods of time. -

Note: If there is a sewer leak underneath the pond, the
presence of additional nutrients in the retained waters
would cause additional 0, consumpbion by bactevia pre-
sent and other environmental problems.

o e o e e o D

4.12 4-3 The £filling in of a portion of the pond may result in
unknown adverse effecls to the pond such as current changes. Have
any studies been completed to determine how long it will take

-

Rockwell pond to revert to its former state after the {ill is removed

.17 4-3 The statemenht that the tunnsl prodect would not increase

the possibility of flooeding at the Searstown Plaza bhecause the flood

waters of the Nashua would be considerably higher than those of the

Monoosnoo, causing more damage, is no solution to the problem of

Bcarstown., It merely shifts the blame for Seavstown flooding from

the Monoosnoc to the Nashua. .

7.01 7-1 The long term goal of the project is to protect down-

town Leominster from the threat of fleod. It follows, then, that

the decreased threat of flood will encourage the development of

the existing open flood plains. Much of this avea is currently

tndeveloped.  Tough flood plain management must be adopted by the

ity of Leominster to prevent encroachment by developers along

the banks of the brook, if the tunnel project is autherized.

b ) p

*-89 9-1 A meeting should be held to inform all interested part
To-enand status of the project.

47 s - e - e
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3 May 1977 |
Colonel John P. Chandler |
Division Eaglneer
U.8. Army Corps of Engineers
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA (2154

RE: Leominster Local Protection Project: Menoosnic Brook

Dear Coleonel Chaudler,
i i
Yor the past two and one-half years, the Wetlands Project has been working
with povernment officials, landowners, and developers to protect critical wetlands
and flood plaing In Massachusetts.

It appears to us that the project at Monocsenic Brook has not been well thought
through. Ther seems to be veasonable doubt in three particular aveas as to how
thorough the preliminavy evaluations have beean.

1} Ta Figure 3, the geology appears not to have been explored thoroughly:
we find the legend "assumed bedrock™ which can only mean that no one is completely
ceriain of the underlyiug vock styvucture, (1f this is true, how can accurate
acst estimates for the boving of the pipeline be made?)

23 The vesponsibility of cleaning and maintaining the pipe system has not
been takeu by either the Cocrps or the city, yet the system cannct funciion properly
without this maintenance.

3y Testing for the anoxla of the waters dees not answer fully questioms of the
impact of the discharge water on the brook. The testing simply is not adequate,

In an area like Leominster, which is expected to have a serious water shortage
by 1990, it seems shorisighted at best to support a project on the basis of its
capacity to allow construction on a flood plain, when wetlands and flood plains
are such valuable assets to the natural water supply. The same can be sald of fllllng
any part of Roclkwell Pond. The jmpact on the water/envivommental regime should
be further elaborated, e.g. what is the Impact on vegetation and wildlife in natural
areas which will uno longer be flooded as a result of this project?

Farther, this tunnelling will nol appear to relieve the [looding danger of the
shopping center feom the Mashua River., A move complete cost/benafit analysis should -
be presented.

We strougly support the public meetings propeosed Lo advise individuals on the
staius of the project. §

Sincerely,

@vaafaiii <2QQ@W%MWW%WW )

Janjes €. Colman, Director ,




LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF LEOMINSTER
Leominster, Mass, 01433

\ Review of Draft Envirenmental Impact Statement

jeoninster Local Protection Project
Monocosnot Brook
i Leominster, Massachuselis
February, 1977

! i
The following comments vefer to the appropriate sestions and page

numbers in the texi:

|
1. 121,19 po 1=3 Shouldn't thera be cleanout traps? How will sediment or
debris accidentally entering the funnsl be removed? Wheve is the provision
for dewatering the tunnel eliher on a regular basis or on the basis of
0.0, content?

1,13<1,14 pp. 1=3,1=8 It i3 indicated in Sec, 2,21 that trash and debris
in the brook have caveed localized [looding. Whose responsibilily will
cleanup on the brook bet The City'st The Corpe?

2,11 p, 2-3 JIf there is a leak in a sewer line wnder Rockwell Pond, it
should be correclsd as soon ag possible. Correctlon of this problem should
imit nutrients which might stinulate the growth of bacteria which mipght
congume 0,0, in retained waisrs,

b,06 p, 46 Tt seems as if the Monassnoe Drook tunnel cutlet will be
within a couple of blocks of Leominster's Main Sireet and adjacent to
Whithey Street, another itraffic artery. To what degree will/interruptions
in normal traffic flow by trucks and construction equipment associated
with this project and noise and dust generated by this project impact
pasging traffic? On windy days, to what extent will people avold shopping
in Leominster because they donit want to fight the traffic? Drive through
the dust? Listen to the nolse?

Wo09=4,11 p, 4=2 A more complete dissolved oxygen (D.0.) study should

be performed «~ more samples - a longer btime pericd of analysis. - Perhaps,
one sample for sach test would contrel the problem of introdustion of
oxygen into the samples, How would the Corps redesign the ewperdiment to
1nit the impact of the introduction of oxygen inio the water samples
during testing? Please explalin lhe correlation betwsen the data pednis in
Fig. 1 on P, A~15 of the appendix and the data points reported in Table 2
gn p. A=14 1 Using only the data points of Table 2, please explain how the
conclusion that the D,0. of the tunnel should not drop below 6,6 mgf{l can be
drawn, Can you counter the conclusion of Region I of the U,5. EPA that the
data points are so scaltered that this "eonclusion is not warranted?®
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTHERS OF LEOMINSTER
Leowinster, Mass. 01453

£,07 p, 6-1 Could the Gorps give us tha details as to how 1% was derived

tho this tunnel is economically justifisd? To what extent do you estinate
that inflation and cost overruns will lncrease the estimated cost of the
projeat, $7, 580,000, quoted in your letter to the Bureau of Sport Fisheries
and Wlldidfs in the appendix? How much would i% cost to remove silt and
dobris from Monoosnos Drook? If part of the §7, 500,000 were invested in

this chammel improvement project and the vemainder of the funds were invested
in fiood protection insurance, what would be the level of wonetary protection
foyr Leoninster that such a policy would provide? Whe will pay the non-federal
eoat of each of the following itemss land ascquisition, damages, and sewer

and utility relactions? What types of expenses might be incurred in

the damace catepory?  Who will pay for the maintenance of the tunnel? Who
witl maintain the twnel? Who will double-check to maks certain ithat the
painal 48 being maintained properly? What courses of astion would be
svallable to requive fmproved tunnel maintenance should it be found to be
insufficienty

7,61 p, 7-1 A mentioned advantage of the tunnel would be lo encourage
construction along the brook and in fleod prone areas, This wonld seem to be
self-defeating, Wetlands areas act as a natural sponge, Placing luildings
and pavenent on them can reduce theiv absorptive capacily and thereby
inovease runoff, Thus, construstion in a wetlands area could inerease the
flooding which the Covps says 4t would like to control. How does this

Corps objective Tit in with Massachusebt's Jnland Wetlonds Restriction Act
(Chapter 131, Section 404) and Leominster's floedplain zoning?

9,00 p, 9=1 We are pleased that you plan further meetings on this flood pretection
project. We feel that the schedwling of public meetings to let residents and

town officials know how plans for the tunnel are progressing is important.and

we request notice ol each meeting, as scheduled, on the Nonposnoc Brook

project, When will the next public meebing be scheduled?

Fleage send a copy to us of your final enviremmental impact statement fov
the Moncosnoe Drook Frolect. We do nol ses the Leominster Mamnning Poard
or the Leominster Conservalion Commission on your mailing list for this
project, Please send them announcements of all meetings on this project
and copies of your final envirommental impact stalement.



Mrs, Yardilyn 4. alaéw
7 Gordon Streetb
Ieominster, Massachusetis 01453
May kb, 1977
Colonel John ¥, Chandler
Division Dngineer
U.5. Army Corps of Engineers
New England Division

Loy Trapzlo Road

Waltham, llassachuselts 02154

Thank you for allowing me the opporlunity to review the

Praft Environmental fmpact Statement for the leominster Jocal Protection

Ey

Project for i

-

R PECTENE S I o B e T e - Wy en ey rnd g epny § 8
WGOSTGE Prook here in Teoalinster, Massachuseltbs,

In Sea, 9,00 on p, 9=1 the Corps mentioned ihwt Lurvther meetlings
will be schedulad on Lhts project, Decauvse this project directly alfecls
residents of Ieominster, T feel {hat public meelings or hearings sliould be
scheduled az work progresses in itie formulation of the inal EIS.

It would alsoc be helpful {n schedule a hearing on this draft BIS to give
residents an opportunity to become betier informed about this project
and to give residents another avenue of input into the planning process
for this flood protectlon project.

A

In a hec, 21, 1976 letter to your office, Field Supervisor Melvin
R, Evans of ihe liew England Field ¢ffice {NEFC) of the Dureauw of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife commented on the Corps Dissolved Oxygen Study,

stated that %the assumpilon that water stored in the tunneld will have

&

the

a low biolozical oxygen demand (B0OD) may not always cccur, It is possible

that organic matter, sewsge, or oiher pollutants conldd enter the lunnel
at the end of the hish water ewent, thus adding to the 20D cbaerved during

the test, and loweriug the IO level hnelow winhmm slandards,™
[
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What is your resporse to this stalement? When you redesign this exve vinent,
as appears to be necessayry considerving the scattering he data points

Listed on Table 2 on p. A~ of the an;cmdayv also

e run on samples contalning crganic matter and on 52
other sources of pollution as well as on samples from the vicinity of
the site of the plapned inlet for the tunneld? Why? Would you please
evplein the laek of covrelation belween ihe data poinis in fable 2
and the data poluts 4 Filg, 1 on p. 3=15 of the eppendix
Why was the nec 21, 1076 letlev from ﬁﬁe Burean of Sport Msherics and
WilAlife not dncluded in the drall envivonmental impact statement?

Tn the aprendix to the dvaft WIS, the letter to the TEFO of the

"

purean of Sport Fisheries ond Wildlife dated Jan. 13, 1977 states that

torelininary assuronces of losal cooperation were obiained from the eily

of Ieowinster on 1 .=fi,v??“ 1 hereby vegcest a cony of these gnsurancas,
; i 2
Please aloe Indieats to me the scope of these assurances snd also the

9

individuals with Leominsier eily povernment who offerad thelr coopovation
in this nmatier,

In the just mentioned letiter, 1t is also estimaled that there
will be a non=Tederal cost of 600,000 for lands, denszes, and utility
relocations, Rlsewhere dn the draft BI85 1t is menlioned that some sewer
Lines will need to be relocated, What is ?g@ estimated cost of each of
thess categoriest Who wlll be responsible for paying for easch of these
categories?

Wonld lhe Corps plsase place a copy of the Values Stuady fov this project

N

4
.

at the Leominster Pablic Lihravy for 1 menth so that cilizens may review

your cost=benefil analysisi Would you pleass let we know the dates for
such a placement,

To what extent would blasting be a part of the twneling operationt T

£ Ly T Eaemes o T Y -

there were dw L foundationg, vipes, niilily Lines and lelephone 1ines
2 P v oD Yugy s 84y o O

coused by the tunneling cparaiion, whe would Da respongible 0D PAYIRE for




these damagest
npssumed tedrock® is mentioned in Figure 4, To what extent has this
bedrock layer been investipated? How precisely can cost estimates be
made before a thoreugh examination of the prasumed bedvock layer ls made?
T look forward to & speedy reply to my questions and somments, Please
send me a copy of the final BIJ for this project as soon as it 18 published,
Thank you for yout cooperation in this matter,

Sinceraly yours, :
nlre i L\/\»;Eb]r‘ru A/j ' C«@ﬁw/i,

Mes, Marilyn G, Clark
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April 12, 19??

Mr, Joseph L. Ignazlioc, Chief Planner
Planning Division

Departnent of Lhe Army Corps of Dngineers
24 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Ma 02154 ) y

Subjeet: BReview of Draft EIS for Moncosnos
ﬁf@c*”“yramin ster Local Protection Project

ﬁx/
viranwan“al Statenent for the
leominster Local 9?@%@&%10 Pvgjﬁctg Monoosnoe
Brook, Leominstep) Massachusetts', which accoempanied
your letter of ﬁﬂ)ﬂuarj 22, 1977 has been received
by the Departmert of Publle Works for review and
gomment .

Dear Ype-T Znazlo:
The Dralt Kr

The Statement has been reviewed by the
Departnents Environnental Section in Boston and
District #3 Projects and Environmental Englneer in
Horcester and there appears o be no confllct with
any Department projects 1n the area. )

. Thank you for providing the opportunity to
review this statement.

Very truly yours,




[T TR

o United States Departuicst of “he Tnterior |
! X !
T NATIONAL PARK SLOVICE :
s NORTH ATLANTIC REGION '
s - I8 REPLY REFER YO 150 CAUSEWAY STREET : ’
: - BOSTOM, MA, 02114 :
P L~7619~NAR~ (PE)
Cote ER=77/203 Aprdl 14, 3977
S, .
oo : ; ~
¢ .3 N
SN ’ 2
W vy Colonel John P. Chandley {
[ Division Engineer ; ‘ : _ é
LT Deparfiment of the drmy i
I Hew England Division
o . Corps of Enginecers
; 424 Trapelo Road
4 ?: Waltham, Massachusetts 02154 v
. |
P Dear Colonel Chandlexrs . i
i 3 .
e ; Our Departmantal Office of Envivommental Project Review has asked E
&7 us to comment divectly to you upon our review of your draft environ-
e montal statencnt {February 1977} for a floed control project of
g - Monoosnoo Brook in Leominster, Massachusetts.
Ty We note on page 2~5% the commitment to a mere in-depth archeological
I survey should the project be aurhorized. As

our Dapartient bhas

veservad the vight to comment upon review of the proposal by the

: Chiaf of Englneeys at a later date, we suggest the commitment to

R .- further survey bs sustained in the Chief's proposal or an adequate
~ Alscusszion of the outcone of the survey

-

should it be accompliszhed
for any reason prior to finalization of

the Chief's propousal.
PG

Sincerely yours,

! . Q\"A\\) Y

IS0 s N
c:g Bt g o smmgh

i R .
s Lo J. Hovig
3 s - P
; Aoting Reglonal Dlrectoy
:
i T - -
¢
5 . .
i . ’
! .
i ) .
! , ;
) N UT! A
NOWTOY “ .
Q’ f‘% 4 . .
3 & T 'ul j""&:‘km{%‘ (iv “ Iy .
o4 Q,f wLsy »‘ji N
8 Ry e m .
o - % ﬁ' T Y P
A ¢
4 \\‘6 .-»?f a \A M
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~ Advisory Council on
} Historic Preservation

1522 K Street NW

Washington, D.C. 20005

Mr. Joseph L. Ignazio
Chief, Plavning Division
New England Division

Corps of Engineers

U.5. Department of the Army
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, Massachusetts 02154

Bear HMy. ignazios

Thank you for vour vequest of Febrwary 22, 1977,

March 3, 1977

for corments on the

environmental statement for the proposed Legminster Local Protection

Project,
Pursuant

$ho Protection of Historde

to make:

to our responsibilivies wnder Section 102{2){C) of the Hational
Envivonmental Policy Act of 1969 and the Council®s

and Cultural Prepertiss’
§00), we have determined that your draft envivonmental statement appears
procedurally adeguate; hovever, we have the following

Monoosnos Brook, Leominster, lMassachusetts. i

"Procedures for
{36 0,F.R,, Part

substantive comuents

To ensure g comprahensive review of cultvral and historical resources,

the Council recommends that the fival envivonmental statement contain
evidence of contact with the appropriate State Historde Preservation
Officer and a copy of her comments concerning the effects of the
undertaking upon these rescurces.

The Covncil appreciates the opportunity te review your draft envirenmental

statemant,

Sincerely yours,

TSN R!

8 “%
§§ %' &
,«»ﬂf‘-‘*““’“}q f% %{”m E Yol et
: &

7 & John D, MeDermott

v i

<tV esnd ot smit of the Execultive Brauch of the Fedeval Government

Rirector, Office of Review
and Cempliance
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UNITED STATES .
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
One Gateway Center Sute 700
1 REPLY KEFER 10 NEWTON CORNER, MASSACHUSETTS 02158

ﬁﬁ% 1 ii‘??

/

Division Englneer
Hew Bagland Divisior
Corpa of Englueers
424 Trapelo Road {
Walthanm, MA 02154 !

The U.8. Fish and Wildiife Sexvice has reviewed your Draft Environmental
Tmpact Statement for the Leowinster Local Protectdon Project on Monocosnoc
Brook, Leominster, Massachusetts. /

The statement adequately addvessed impacts om £ish and wildlife resovurces.
Your FTinal Invirommental Impact Statement may wish to acknowledge coox-
dination with this Secvice, as evidenced by our December 21, 1976 Can ar-
vation and Development Report.

Singehely yours, /7
s ,,
/ //Ex‘ / 4{///” 7 %"9

Mﬂ%‘% ~egmmL Director

OTRTITA SRR
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SOMN B, McLAUGMHLIN
MAVOR

February 28, 1977

Department of the Army
New Hngland Division
Corps of Engineers

424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA 02154

Attn: Joseph L. Ignazio
Chief, Plasning Division

Dear Mr. Ignazio:

I have received a copy of the Moncosnoc Brook draft environ-
mental statement from vour office dated February 24, 1977.

I haven®t anything to add as far as the statement is concerned.
I find, as closely as I can see, the statement to he correct,
but would you please corvect your records ag to the officials
of the City of Leominster and the City of Fitchburg on Page ii:
Leominater should read - John B. McLaughlin, Mayor

Pitchburg sbhould read -~ Hedley Bray, Mayor

Other than that, T find everything to be in order. Thanking
you for your interest.

Very truly yours,

e .
B })@J{\-’\ % 4 vy a;\:}; Kl’b‘.,»-?{lg J -
L. ‘}

Jobn B. MclLaughlin
N Mayor

JBMCL /bad
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gﬁﬂ }*% DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

%, Eﬂﬁai 3 AREA OFFICE -
"} % a;m““.,e* BULEIRCH BUILDING, 15 NEW CHARDOM STREET
V.o REGION S ’ BOSTOM, MASSACHUSETTS 02114 . ..

Room BOO i _ i .
John B, Kennedy FPoderal Building Ap@l"ﬂ. 12, ﬁ??"g
Boston, Massachusetis 02203 6 REPLY REFER TO?
4 . .
1183

3 o,

- Joseph L. Ignazio, Chief
Planning Diviclon
Wew Tngl:2d Division, Corps of Dangineers
2421% Trapo 1o Qead |
Yaltham, Fassechusatis 0215l

fubjech: Ieoninster Loczl Protection Project : ;
Fongosnon Uiook ;
leoninster, Mascachuzetbs

-

Voar M. Ipnazios _ |

e Boston Lwea 0ffice of HUD hag seviewad the :':chc, Traft Snvirone
mental Stotemond, which was sand to tho Regienal Ciflcz of UL, and
finds no conflichts with i“u objectives.

K . Thank vou for giving this office the opportunity to review and
wmmem on tha sbova gtatensnt.

Sincerely,

.\
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF OUTDOOR RECREATION

Ty HORTHEAST REGIONAL OFFICE
. Fedegal Bullding - Rogm 9310
6 BRPLY BRFER TO 800 ARCH STREEY
hi20 , Philodelphia, Peonsylvents 19108
s Mmrch 22, 1977

¢
Mr. Joseph L. Ignazio . 3
Chief, Planning Division
New England Division
Corps of Engineers
b2l Trapelo Road
Waltham, Massachusetbs 02154
Dear Mr. Ignazio;
Tais is in response 4o s February 22, 1977 letter to the Depariument
; of the Interior, Office of Environmental Project Review, requesting
comments on the draft environmental statement for the Leominster
Local Protection Project; Monoosnoc Brook, I.eominsterg Massachusetts,
£ . At this time, we are unsble to provide comments because our manpower
‘«a :9 & ‘%

and funds are committed to obher ongoing activi*@iesa

%ncera}.y ycmrs ’ v
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UNITED STATes
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDHLIFE SERVICE
Hew Fagland Field Office
P. 8. Box 1518
‘ ' 5% Pleasant Stveet
Concord, N 03301

R

? Decenber 21, 1976
‘Division Enginecy ,§
New England Division P ;

Corps of Rugineers
424 Trapelo Road
Waltham, MA 02154

bear S5it: . y

This is our revised Conservation and Development Report on your £iooed
control local protection project on Monocosnoc Brook at Leominster,
Worcester County, Massachusetts. This project was p?awned under auth-
ority contained in the February 9, 1961 Resolution of the Senate Commit-~ !
tee on Public Works, authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1966, P.L. |
89-789, and vestudied at the request of local officials.

This report is submitted in asccorvdance with provisions of the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 106 U.5.C. 661 et
seq.), and supercedes our Conservation and Development Report of Octo-
ber 2, 1964. :

o We uvnderstand the proposed project calls for g subsurface diversion tun~:
ual 3,400 feet long by 12 feet in diameter, from Rockwell Pond to just
downstrean of the Water Styeet Deam, dn the Cilty of Leominster. Other ‘
project features would consist of an inlet structure in the eastern cor-
per of Rockwell Pond, and an outlet structure in a weooded lot adjacent
to Monoosnoe Brook several hundred fest downstream of the Water Street
Dam., Water will eunter the tuunel inlet when flows cut of Rockwell Pond
exceed 70 cublc feet per second, with the tunnel capacity being 3,100 cu

. bic feet per second. Tunmel use is expected to ocour thres to four time:
per year, and water remaining in the tunnel will not be pumped out, but
flushed out with the next use.

Mo long term adverse effects at Rockwell Pond are expected to occur as a
vasult of comstruction and operation of the project. Monoosnoe Brook is
stressed by pollutants from industries in the project area, but sawgang
by the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife indicates a
fairly diversified population of warmwater fish species, iocluding the
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white sucker, f£allfish, pumkinseed, common hfzcxﬂ yvellow bulihead,
blacknoge dace, and ?algpnauth bass. Benthic food orpanisms are also
present, .

The project as presently proposed seems to be a good solution to the
flooding problem from a biological perspective, since no stream channeli-
zation is involved and other perturbations are minor. One concern we do
rvaise is the quality of the water, stored in the tuwmel between use, and
its effects on Moncesnoe Brook after it is flushed out. Although prelim-
inary studies on effects of water stovage on dissolved oxygen (D0} con~
centrations have shown a minimum of 7 uwgf/l will remain in the water,
these studies depend on several assumptions which may net always be true.
Specifically,-the assumption that watex storved in the tunnel will have a
low biclogical oxygen demand (BOD} may not always occur. Lt is possible
that organic matter, sewage or other pollutants could enter the tunnel at
the end of the high water event, thus adding to the BOD chserved during
the test, and lowering the 00 level below minlmum standards,
“iﬂce Monoosnoe Brook will be stressed in any event during flood flows,
ve do not feel punnel pumpout devices ara necessary. However, we do
Eecommgnd that the tunnel sutlet be d{ﬁigi“d to asvate the water as it
is flushed out. This should provide rveasonable assuvance fhaL oxygen
deficient water is wnot returned ke lencosnoc Brook.

Sincerely youls,
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Melvin R, Evanse
Field Supexvisor, NEAQ
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SUBJECT: Environmental Impact Statenments - %
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Duving the past vear the Councill on Eovironumental Qualicy

:‘»Lha¢ conducted a review of federal agency implementation
' pf the envivoumenzal inpact statement (EIS) regulremaal:
of the Wational Znvirenmental Policy Act {(NEPA). That
review has Indilcan i ageuncies have Incre alﬂgY
used the BIZ praoce 26 a means £o inprove
decisions affecting v, Naevertheless, situa-
tlons continue to fe impact statemeat | :
process has bean 0 to oy justification for
decisions already to decisicnnaking,
Preguently these fallures have been capused ov aggrevaned
by the dasvdinacta ey of ZTZs., Such
documents at best 2t of NEPA and can bel
gxtreanaly haranfol 2 cotal lupact scatement
“process. It is the purpose s menmorandum, thevefore,
toe reewmphasize to all agencies the Council's 7@diti noon

,3
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the appropriate Socus, and length of eaviyronmer
impact statemants in the federval plana&“g and decisiounakis
. process. {
An wvanacessazily lavge portise of zany EISs has been E
davoted to descripgions of the proposed actlon zud the |
existing enviroamen:. Fraquently, £18s f£ollow lengthy, ‘
- detailed ouclines in srdar o assuve that at leasi sSoney
‘treatment, nowever brief, is given to every subjact, N
"eonceivably velevaar to the proposal. In following chis
approach agencles maka lizzle or 20 atfenpt £o rank and’
then analyze in depeh the wmogtv siguniilcant environmeacal

B

impacts.

en this couvses

several reasons why EISs have nak
some EIS authors believe that the EIS dtsalf should be 2 |
comprehensive, highly techuical, scienvific document; :
" the voluminous mazezial raceived by aa agency Iroum an
applicant ov eoasulitant mzay prove oo time-cousuning To
edity or an agency's lawyers wmay recommend covervage of
every gpossible centingency, pavticularly 1f.the ageacy
should be sued. The adaguacy of an EIS is then measured
by ics length, .

>




B e
<

. A i
These reasons, however, fLgnore the precept that the ETL
’ 1s not_an end in itself bhus is primaziiy 1mtendnd ro aid
dnr%ofﬁnwﬁkyngg The statewment does not achieve this purpose
when it has such prodigifous bulk that, while it may zerve P
some acadenic purpaese, no one at the decisieonwmaking level 5
in any agency will evevr yead i¢., Since 1is purpose is to |
elarify, noo obhscure, issues and to fovecast and analyze ?
aignificant inpaccs of a proposal and its reasonable alter~ |
natives, efforts wust be uade early in the EIS procass to ;
wead &mt unnecessary inforhacion. Then, by focusing effort
: " and attention on wesningful analyses, the legal adequacy ;
of an FIS will also be supporvrted and enhanced.

P I

‘ ) Y? iz the Council's posstdion, thevefove, thaz Heccv.p% ons
sngent_and, nhe propeded acVior shwuld

of the exisuing_epvironne
%Q iﬁﬂ‘u“e& in an ETS uniy to the extent that they Qrﬂ
AR

< o understand rh« prcvo sal,
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The should ?”“L@
- ity level of deval hav@ ()
3ccﬂxddah; with the significant
problens forsas ¢ agency, Daca and analy
Ei% should conszquently be coumnensurate Jith the importance |
- pf the impact as detevamined by the agencv’s envireonmental '
ganalysis. Lessgivoevesnt naterial hould ba sunnmarvized, '
consolidared or simply rvrefevenggd. ' '
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Fhese strictures asre set forth in section 1500,8(a2)(1) of
the CEQ Guidelines oa presarvation of impact state m@ﬂtSpwnicM
states that descvipedive material in an EIS should ba

ARG @ Somal . frn ks n Wi Fite s R 5 S
?

’ adequa to permit apn assessment of potential
& 0 n

f ‘ environmental duopacts by commenting agencies .
g ) and the public., Highly technical and specialized : -
i ~analyzes and data should be avolded in Lba body
P + 7 of the draft envivoumental impact statement.
Lo ] “ Such materials should be.attached as appendices
L T . . or foounoted with adequate bibliographic references.
| The statewment should also succinctly describe the
. . savivenment o0f the awvea afinc fﬁﬁﬁgﬁ”
¢4 . - ’ gjl ° :/ i
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Sectton 1500.8(b) svates that in. developing the EIS

®,..agenclas should make every effort to

gonvey the requived information sueccinetly... ;
giving attention to the substance of the infor= !
mation conveved vather than te the parvticular

form, or length, or detail of the statement.” -

Thls seccion sctates furrheyr that each of the five paint#
. %aquired bj W*gA ia an EIS

: we - I ‘“ﬁs°' FRUPRNERE R R L
. “m”°“ﬁped not alwavs occupy a discinet section of i

the svatement 17 1¢ is otherwise adequacely
covered ia discussing the impact of the propeosed
agtion and its alternatives ~- which iﬁams should
noymally ba the foous of rhe seavament.”

"Although the value of the environmental Inpact statement
" process 4o federal agency decisignaaki
- 4n" the past, improvenents in its applicarion are necessary,
ﬁp@cxzic afforts te use the Impact state emt 48 a managen em»
tool, and to focus the scatement on analyses of inmpagts of”
8 px@pesal and its reasonable alternatives will reguire the
attention and unda&standimg of agency leadavrs at varlous
levels. The Council will be glad to assist these efiforcs

in any way thacr it can, ~
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In reeuphasizing the policy behind these sections of CEQ's
Guidelines it should be noted that the need fovy manageable |
and useful srvatements does not and should noet imply a need
ey epportunity to raduce the guality or specifiicicy of ,
envivonmentsl research or sutudy required for am iunformed
decision, Eaviroumeatal couc ]uwions sxpressed in an jiapact

.gtatemwent must stdll be logically supg@:gad by veferences

- to standaryd taxis, S iamﬁmgic litevature, appendices, special
studies, oy textual material within the statement, Specific
baseline inventozies and snvironpental rvesearch will siten
be needed “uitlally to deteruine if theare are envivonmental
problems thar should be analyzed in an imp— ¢t scatement.
While these studies should be made avallable te the public
and, o the case of a legal challepnge, to the courtsg they
should be referencad, rathex than siaply reproduced, ia &he\
EI8 deself. . : -
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THE FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT
SECTION 404 RVALUATION

LEOMINSTER LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT

LEOMINSTER, MASSACHUSETTS

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NEW ENGLAND DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
WAL THAM, MASSACHUSETTS 02154

MAY 1478




Seotion 404{0% of the Fedeval ba{@ Fa‘éui%mn Contiol B¢
Ame ihvnta of 1977 reauive | "ﬁn ba wmade of {he Tm-
Paxiﬁ 4'&3@?&@ ay FilTing W?’é' >3 af the . S.
The foll mwaﬂg is SHCH an ayvaiuat 4.
0

{
Praject in Leominster, Massachusetis:

the City of lemm@;vfwg from (looding, it 18 proo
Cexyess waters from Rockwell Pord to Monoosnoo

5€ tunnet vunnd nq under the oity. The project

s & f01§cwang {1} a fﬁ?di!iﬁ Tined tunnel 3,200
fb@L iang amd 12 feal wid @23 a cappad in ure at
Pockwaell Pond, {3) @ @Gsu.v Flume out Tei g yand stona
ibrap aﬁﬁmq the outlet hdhﬁwiﬂh stopes, {@} \ a5ing the
Tengt th of the existing wely at RuuLWE?Q Pw1d and (&Y grading of
apgmwvimaz Ty ) acves of streambank that {s presently a cateh
basin for Flood watlers,

3 would operate as Follows: as flood waters increase
und, all hut 600 ofs of flow would go into the fulet
9§ﬁ0d walers would then move Ehrough to tumnel and
araed Tnto Monopsnoe Brook below the central business

at Ro

EEREIT

would
distric

&3

230,47 Physical a ai-Bological Tnteractive

{a} Physival L

in constructing the project, a small povtion of Rockuwell

%awd wnwﬁd e filled,  The F111 is necessary the oon-
struction of a diversion Lunnel from the Ionocsnon
; LY !

[
&

trook.  The Fi1ling operation would reg fUm& of
the baenthic commumity at th ‘

reduyce the avua wiivity in the pond’s wdti= y 1@ df?ﬂﬂ
the ameunt of Tight p s:%‘fﬂ’mﬁu Eiv<@ impacts would last
for about two vears whi don occurs.  Afler
this period, the fili v r@';Jaw“ awl the pond
should vrevert o ] ﬁ'?kpnﬂw? Jtaﬁw in addition, 3 acres
af stream bank wou SYate This avea i¢ an inter~
mitient cabeh fﬁain tor Flood waters. Although the aves
conld e considered a wetland, 1€ would ani be cnnsvd@rﬁd
gz@ﬁv«ezva hﬁme“ , the qg@d ’q of this area would not

I‘a‘% »ﬂ @(

s A e LAY

No dmpact on the biots since clean 117 would be used.
(e Sike comparison

dy one site would be used, and 11
i F11T site,

Mot avplid (dhie sture on
wauld nat ba & permansnt
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230.4~2 Water Quality i

Mo permanent water quality changes would result due to the
construction of the tunnel. However, hetween diversions
water would be retained in the tunnel; when this water is
discharged into the brook during flooding, a reduction in
the dissolved oxygen content might occur. The reduction
should not go below 5 mg per Titer of dissolved oxygen as
required for class "B" waters--as Monoosnoc Brook 1is
classified.

230.5 Disposal Sites

The excavated material from the tunnel and the fill material
from the pond would requive disposal. Presently, the Corps

is unable to specify exactly how or where the material would
be disposed. However, a standard clause placed in Corps
specifications reads "The Contractor and his subcontractors
shall comply with all applicable Federal, State. and local

law regulations concerning envivonmental pollution control

and abatement.® Massachusetts has enacted many jaws con-
carning sensitive environmental vesources. Should the
disposal of the material impinge upon any of these sensitive
resources, the State, and Tikely the Tocal government, de-
pending upon the specific law, would have regulatory authority
over this action and full-time inspection of the Contractor's
disposal methods would be arcomplished by Corps representatives.

Conclusion

in accordance with the provisions of EC 1165-2-125, 31 Januavy
1977, 1 have reviewed this "404" evaluation. From this review, I
have determined that no significant adverse impacts to water re-
sources should resuylt from the Leominster Local Protection project
as described.

"3 Vs 1 %Wﬁ;&m

{paté) “JOHN P. CHANDLER
Colionel, Corps of Engineers
o

ision Engineer ;




